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I-69 Agency Correspondence List

Section 5 - Appendix C - Agency Coordination Correspondence

Note:  See Section 5 FEIS Appendix N for Section 106 correspondence

Red text indicates files which may be removed or 

redacted due to sensitive information

Date In/Out Doc. Type Section Agencies Participating Subject File Name

2004

4/28/2004 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA USFWS Pres. on Biological Surveys & Mistnetting in Tier 2 USFWS biol. survey presentation

4/29/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections Linda Weintraut Weintraut & Assoc IDNR Meeting minutes IDNR_DHPA Meeting Minutes

5/27/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Minutes for May 27 Meeting w/IDNR Staff Tier 2 PMC_INDOT_IDNR Meeting_Minutes 

7/23/2004 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA, USFWS & USACE Request for becoming a Cooperating Agency I-69 Cooperating Agencies

7/23/2004 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Tier 2 Agency Kickoff Meeting July 23 Invitation Letter Agency Kickoff Mtg Invite

7/29/2004 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA I-69 Agency Coord. Kickoff Meeting EPA Invite to Resource Agency mtg

7/30/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections Roger Wiebusch US Coast Guard US Coast Guard Response to Invitation US Coast Guard comment to invite

8/9/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections Alice Roberts Gray & Pape IDNR Aug. 8, 2004 Archaeology meeting minutes Archaeology SOW minutes

8/12/2004 General Powerpoint All Sections BLA All Agencies Biological Surveys & Mist Netting for the IN Bat PPT Tier 2 Biological Surveys & mist netting

8/12/2004 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Environmental Resource Agency Meeting Agenda Tier 2_Agency Kickoff Meeting_Agenda

8/12/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA All Agencies Agency Kickoff Meeting Minutes Resource Agency meeting minutes

8/23/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Wendy Melgin USEPA USEPA Wildlife crossings EPA on wildlife crossing 

8/27/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Fall bat surveys USFWS ltr_IN Bat fall surveys

9/1/2004 Outgoing Transmittal All Sections Daniel Townsend BLA IDNR Transmittal of USGS quadmaps Trans of quadmaps to IDNR

9/7/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies

Meeting Minutes for the Environmental Resource Agency 

Meeting/CD Mtg. info. Trans of AC Kickoff Meeting Minutes

9/22/2004 General Letter All Sections Kenneth Day USDA Hoosier National Forest Tier 2 EISs DoAg HNF comments 

9/23/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA EPA comments on Agency Kickoff Meeting Minutes USEPA Comments on Agency Kickoff Meeting

10/13/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA FHWA response to EPA comments on Kickoff Mtg FHWA Response to EPA comment to kickoff

11/4/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Andrew Pelloso IDEM IDEM IDEM Response to Initial Water Resources Coord. Email IDEM Response to water resources coord.

11/8/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Amy Babey USACE USACE USACE Reply to Water Resources Coord. Invitation USACE response to water resources coord.

11/18/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections John Davis IDNR IDNR IDNR Comments to Kickoff Meeting IDNR invite response 

11/29/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Andy King USFWS USFWS I-69 Communications and Correspondence USFWS comment on I-69 Communication

12/6/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Jason Randolph IDEM IDEM IDEM Reply to Water Resources Coord. Email IDEM reply to water resources coord. email

12/10/2004 Outgoing Email All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USACE and IDNR Interagency Water Resource meeting invite Interagency Water Res. Meeting Invite

12/10/2004 Incoming Letter Sections 4 & 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS IDNR, USFWS Winter cave surveys USFWS on S4&5 winter cave surveys

12/13/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections M. S. Welsh Crane:  U.S.Navy Crane:  U.S.Navy Thank you for I-69 Presentation & Update Crane Naval Center

12/14/2004 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USACE and IDNR Water Resources Meeting Agenda Interagency Water Res. Meeting Agenda

12/14/2004 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USACE and IDNR Water Resources Meeting Presentation Interagency Water Res. Meeting Presentation

12/14/2004 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USACE and IDNR Water Resources Meeting Minutes Interagency Water Resource Meeting Minutes

8/12/2004 General Q&A All Sections BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USACE and IDNR Water Resources Q&A Interagency Water Resource Q&A

12/22/2004 Incoming Letter All Sections Catherine Garra USEPA USEPA, USFWS, USACE, IDNR, IDEM USEPA input to Water Resources Coord. Team Mtg. USEPA comments on Water Res. Meeting

12/23/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Jon Eggen IDNR IDNR, INDOT, FHWA Comment on MOU DNR comment on MOU

12/30/2004 Incoming Email All Sections Andrew King USFWS USFWS, INDOT, FHWA Comments on Wetland/Stream protocols USFWS Comm on Wetland-Stream Protocols

2005

1/3/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Rick Neilson NRCS NRCS FPPA Coordination NRCS_FPPA Coordination 

1/7/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Andy King USFWS USFWS Request for a Meeting USFWS meeting request

1/10/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Kenneth Day USDA/HNF USDA/HNF Comments to Formal Agency Coord & Sch. Approach DoAg HNF comments 

1/14/2005 Incoming Email All Sections David Parry IDEM IDEM IDEM Contact For I-69 Wellhead Protection IDEM wellhead protection contact

1/17/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Rusty Yeager BLA NRCS Ltr to NRCS_water resource coord Ltr to NRCS_water resource coord

1/18/2005 Incoming Email Sections 4 & 5 David Parry IDEM IDEM New contact person IDEM Contact for I-69 Karst Issues

1/18/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Kia Gillette BLA IDEM, USFWS, EPA, USDA, USACE and IDNR I-69 Interagency Water Resources Team All Agencies on water resources coord.

1/20/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections John Davis IDNR IDNR IDNR ltr. on review approach IDNR ltr. on review approach

1/25/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting Resource Agencies Invite to Overall mtg

1/25/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Coord. Meeting Invitation Package Overall Agency meeting invite pkg

1/27/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Summary USFWS Meeting Summary

2/15/2005 Outgoing Meeting Summary Sections 1, 4, & 5 Linda Weintraut Weintraut & Assoc IDNR DHPA Meeting Summary IDNR DHPA Meeting Minutes

2/16/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Martha Clark-Mettler IDEM IDEM IDEM Water Resources Comment Letter IDEM water resources comment ltr 

2/17/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA Feb. 23-24 - 2nd QUANTUM Training Session USEPA Overall meeting questions

2/18/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM Tier 2 IDEM Ofc. Of Land Quality Meeting IDEM_Ofc. of LandQuality_Meeting

2/21/2005 Outgoing Agency Update All Sections BLA All Agencies Agency Update for October '04 to January '05 Oct2004-Jan2005 Monthly AgencyUpdate

2/23/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Meeting Agenda Overall Agency Coord. Mtg. agenda

Prepared by
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2/23/2005 General Meeting Sign in All Sections BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Meeting Attendees SignIn List Overall Agency mtg sign in

2/23/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA All Agencies Meeting Summary Overall Agency Mtg Minutes

2/23/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA All Agecncies Meeting Presentation Overall Agency Presentation

2/23/2005 General Meeting Presentation Section 5 BLA All Agencies

Environmental Resource Agency Meeting Section 5 

Presentation Sec 5 Overall Presentation

2/23/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA All Agencies Interagency Water Res. Breakout Session Minutes Interagency Water Resources Agency Meeting Minutes

2/23/2005 General Meeting Presentation Sections 4 & 5 BLA All Agencies Karst introduction presentation Karst Session Introduction Presentation

2/23/2005 General Meeting Presentation Sections 4 & 5 BLA All Agencies Karst Breakout Session presentation Sec. 5 Karst Breakout Session Pres.

2/23/2005 General Meeting Summary Sections 4 & 5 BLA All Agencies Karst Breakout Session minutes Karst Breakout Session Minutes

3/3/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA USEPA Air Contacts for Indiana and I-69 USEPA air contacts

3/10/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM Minutes for IDEM Groundwater Meeting IDEM Groundwater meeting minutes

3/21/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM & USEPA CERCLA Sites IDEM & USEPA Mtg. on CERCLA Sites

3/22/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE & IDEM Stream field review mtg notes Stream field review mtg notes

3/29/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections BLA  Agency Update for February-March 2005 Agency Update for February 

3/30/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDNR IDNR Correspondence IDNR correspondence

3/31/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Jason Randolph IDEM IDEM Meeting with IDEM on April 14, 2005 IDEM_Randolph April 14th meeting

4/8/2005 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS S4&5 USFWS presurvey site auth. S4&5 USFWS presurvey site auth.

4/11/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Doug Wolf IDNR IDNR I-69 Division of Soil Conservation Recommendations DNR Comments on Overall Mtg 

4/14/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM IDEM Meeting Minutes_result of Feb. 2005 letter IDEM Water Resource Meeting Minutes

4/19/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDEM, IDNR QHEI/HHEI Training Email to IDEM on QHEI & HHEI Training

4/19/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Jason Randolph IDEM IDEM QHEI/HHEI Training IDEM QHEI Training

4/20/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA IDNR IDNR_water resources coord IDNR_water resources coord

4/25/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Invite to INWRAP Training INWRAP Training Invitation

4/29/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Kia Gillette BLA All Agencies Water Resources Guidance to be provided to Sections Water Resource Guidance to Agencies

5/3/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Matthew Baller IDEM IDEM I-69 Wells and WHPAs zipfile IDEM wells & wellhead info

5/4/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA USFWS Water Resources Coordination and Biological Surveys Water Resources Coord. 

5/4/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections Henry Nodarse BLA IDNR IDNR Coordination Meeting #1 IDNR Coord. Mtg #1 minutes

5/12/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jim Gulick BLA IDNR I-69 Coordination with IDNR - Division of Water IDNR meeting held May 4th&minutes

5/13/2005 Outgoing Transmittal All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDEM Confidentiality Agreements/Wellhead Protection Areas Trans of confidentiality agreements to IDEM 

5/25/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Summary IDNR_DHPA Meeting Minutes_all sections

6/2/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Andy King USFWS USFWS I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting Minutes FWS comments to Feb.23 mtg. minutes

6/3/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA USFWS I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting Minutes USFWS fieldstudy work

6/6/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Invite to QHEI/HHEI Training Agency & EEAC Invite to QHEI_HHEI Training

6/6/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS USFWS comments to proposed Water Res. Guidance USFWS comments to Water Res. Guide

6/8/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections Henry Nodarse BLA IDNR IDNR Coordination Meeting #2 IDNR Coord. mtg minutes

6/16/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Nicole Minton BLA USFWS Transmittal of CAC Summaries & Agency updates CAC Summaries & Agency updates

6/22/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDNR Agenda for Forest Resources Meeting IDNR Forestry Meeting Agenda

6/22/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR Forest Resources Meeting Minutes IDNR Forestry Meeting Minutes

6/24/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Agenda USFWS Meeting Agenda

7/1/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Agenda USFWS Meeting Agenda

7/1/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes USFWS Meeting Minutes

7/6/2005 General Transmittal All Sections Neal Schroeder BLA USFWS USFWS trans from BLA on IN Bat survey map&CD USFWS trans of IN Bat survey map&CD

7/21/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Training Water Resource Team letter

8/9/2005 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Jason DuPont BLA IDNR S4&5 IDNR corridor map ltr.

8/12/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes USFWS meeting summary

8/22/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Discuss BA Summary of Meeting with USFWS

8/26/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes Summary of Meeting with USFWS

9/7/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Elana Cass NRCS NRCS FOIA request NRCS_PMC FOIA request

9/7/2005 Outgoing Email Sections 4-6 Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDEM, USACE Wetland Field Reviews S4-6 IDEM & USACE wetland field reviews

9/12/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting minutes USFWS Meeting Summary

9/23/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting minutes USFWS meeting minutes

9/30/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDEM & USACE I-69 Wetland and Stream Field Reviews IDEM & USACE Post-Field Reviews

10/3/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections USFWS Summary of Meeting with USFWS on 10/3/05 Summary of Meeting w/USFWS
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10/7/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections USFWS Summary of Meeting with USFWS on 10/7/05 Summary of Meeting w/USFWS

10/14/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA Meeting Confirmation with EPA for 10/28/05 USEPA 102805 mtg. confirmation

10/14/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes Summary of Meeting with USFWS

10/17/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections BLA All Agencies Agency Update for Summer 2005 All Agencies Summer 2005 Agency Update

10/19/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR Questions from IDNR - Matt Buffington IDNR Buffington Questions

10/19/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tony DeSimone FHWA USEPA USEPA 102805 mtg. pre-discuss USEPA 102805 mtg. pre-discuss

10/24/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR

Wetland and Stream Technical Report Outlines, Site Forms and 

InWRAP Summary IDNR Wetland & Stream Tech.

10/24/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR Additional DNR comments for InWRAP IDNR_PMC Answers to questions

10/24/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR DNR Q & Responses to Stream and Wetland Guidance IDNR Q&A_PMC response

10/28/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USEPA Meeting Agenda I-69 Toll Meeting wUSEPA_Agenda

10/28/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USEPA USEPA Meeting Minutes I-69 Toll Meeting Minutes

10/28/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA USEPA Meeting Presentation I-69 Toll Meeting wEPA_Presentation

10/28/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USACE, IDEM Meeting minutes S4 USACE IDEM Wetland Field Review Minutes

10/31/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USFWS Letter to USFWS Regarding Meeting on 11/14/05 USFWS 111405 meeting

11/1/2005 Incoming Letter All Sections Catherine Garra USEPA USEPA EPA Comments on Stream Wetland Technical Report USEPA comments to Stream & Wetland Tech

11/4/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDNR INDOT's Comments on IDNR Contract INDOTs comments on IDNR contract

11/7/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USFWS Agenda for Meeting with INDOT/FHWA/USFWS USFWS 111405 mtg. agenda

11/8/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDNR Agenda for 11/8/05 Meeting with Katie Smith Agenda for IDNR Katie Smith

11/10/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USACE Meeting Agenda I-69 Toll Meeting wUSACE_Agenda

11/10/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA USACE Meeting Presentation I-69 Toll Meeting wUSACE_Presentation

11/11.05 Incoming Letter Section 5 Kent Ahrenholtz BLA USFWS

Requesting comments on Purpose & Need and Preliminary 

Alternatives Package for Section 5 Section 5 P&N Agency Letters

11/14/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Agenda I-69 Toll Meeting wUSFWS_Agenda

11/14/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Presentation I-69 Toll Meeting wUSFWS_Presentation

11/16/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDEM

Scheduling an I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner Sharp 

and IDEM Commissioner Easterly IDEM scheduling meeting 

11/17/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDNR

Scheduling an I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner Sharp & 

IDNR Director Hupfer IDNR potential meeting 

11/17/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDEM

Scheduling an I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner Sharp 

and IDEM Commissioner Easterly IDEM potential meeting in Dec. 2005 

11/17/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA EPA Consultation Packages USEPA email on Consultation Pkgs

11/17/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA FHWA response to EPA Consultation Packages request USEPA_FHWA reply on consultation packages

11/18/2005 Incoming Letter Sections 5 and 6 Alysson Oliger IDNR IDNR Comments on Sections 5 and 6 P&N IDNR comments on Sections 5 and 6 P&N

11/18/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDNR

Scheduling an I-69 Mtg. with INDOT Commissioner Sharp & 

IDNR Director Hupfer - Confirmation IDNR meeting confirmation

11/21/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDNR

Scheduling an I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner Sharp & 

IDNR Director Hupfer - Confirmation IDNR mtg. confirmation

11/21/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Christie Stanifer IDNR IDNR 

Scheduling an I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner Sharp 

and IDNR Commissioner Hupfer INDOT & IDNR Mtg

11/22/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA Followup to 10/25/05 Meeting USEPA mtg. followup

11/28/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Carolyn Koontz IDEM IDEM

I-69 Meeting with Commissioner Easterly and Commissioner 

Sharp: Dec. 16 IDEM & INDOT mtg.

11/30/2005 Incoming Email All Sections Andrew Pelloso IDEM IDEM I-69 Agency Update for Summer 2005 IDEM distribution update

11/30/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA, USFWS & USACE

FHWA's Answers to I-69 Tier 2 - FHWA/INDOT's "Streamlined 

EIS Procedures" Questions from EPA FHWA response to EPA EIS procedures question

12/1/2005 Outgoing Meeting Agenda All Sections Alice Roberts Gray & Pape IDNR 12/1/05 DHPA Meeting Agenda DHPA Archaeology meeting agenda

12/1/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections Alice Roberts Gray & Pape IDNR 12/1/05 DHPA Meeting Minutes DHPA meeting minutes

12/1/2005 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA IDNR Invitation Letter to Director Hupfer for 12/16/05 Mtg. Invitation Letter to IDNR

12/2/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDNR

Formal Invitation: I-69 Meeting with INDOT Commissioner 

Sharp & IDNR Director Hupfer IDNR formal invitation

12/2/2005 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA IDEM

Formal Invitation: I-69 Meeting with IDEM Commissioner 

Easterly and INDOT Commissioner Sharp IDEM Invitation Letter

12/8/2005 Outgoing Email Sections 5 and 6 Carol Hood BLA All Agencies

Invite for Webcast and Conference Call for Sections 5 and 6 

P&N All agencies webcast meeting for Sections 5 and 6 P&N

12/9/2005 Incoming Email Section 5 Virginia Laszewski EPA All Agencies Section 5 Purpose & Need S5&6 Agency Coord Webcast RSVP EPA RSVP

12/9/2005 Incoming Email Section 5 Andy King USFWS All Agencies Section 5 Purpose & Need S5&6 Agency Coord Webcast RSVP FWS RSVP

12/14/2005 Outgoing Meeting Summary Sections 5 & 6 Carol Hood BLA INDOT, FHWA, USEAP, USFWS Sections 5 & 6 Purpose & Need Meeting Agency Coordinating Meeting Minutes
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12/16/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections IDEM Agency Meeting Minutes I-69 Toll Meeting wIDEM Meeting Minutes

12/16/2005 General Meeting Summary All Sections IDNR Agency Meeting Minutes I-69 Toll Meeting wIDNR Meeting Minutes

12/16/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Agenda I-69 Toll Meeting wIDNR_Agenda

12/16/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Presentation I-69 Toll Meeting wIDNR_Presentation

12/16/2005 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDEM Meeting Agenda I-69 Toll Meeting wIDEM_Agenda

12/16/2005 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA IDEM Meeting Presentation I-69 Toll Meeting wIDEM_Presentation

12/22/2005 Incoming Fax All Sections Mitch Marcus IDNR IDNR IDNR County Classified Wildlife Habitat Areas IDNR Co Classified Wildlife Habitat Areas 

2006

1/6/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes Summary of Meeting with USFWS

1/10/2006 Incoming Letter Section 5 James Lowe USDA USDA Comments on Section 5 Purpose & Need DoAG comments on Section 5 Purpose & Need 

1/31/2006 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Robert Tally FHWA USEPA Karst info USEPA requested karst info

2/10/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE I-69 Permit Process USACE potential mtg

2/13/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Tom Cervone BLA USFWS Pre-consultation Agreement, USFWS Position Section 7 Consult. 

2/13/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Andy King USFWS USFWS Patoka River Parcels and I-69 Pre-consult Agreement USFWS Sec. 7 Consult. update

2/13/2006 Incoming Letter All Sections Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA Comments on Section 1 Prelim. Alternatives Analysis USEPA comments to Sec. 1 Screening 

2/17/2006 Incoming Letter Section 5 Jon Eggen IDNR Comments on Section 5 Purpose & Need IDNR on Section 5 P&N Statement

2/17/2006 Incoming Email All Sections JSmith/KBrudis/et al BLA IDNR/SHPO IDNR/SHPO Proposal IDNR_SHPO Proposal

2/23/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA EPA reponse to John Smith USEPA reponse to Jon Smith

3/2/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA Tolling - Alternatives Reevaluation Documentation USEPA reevaluation report

3/7/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Andy King USFWS USFWS Tier 1 Biological Assessment Delivery to USFWS USFWS Tier 1 BA delivery

3/7/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USFWS USFWS Sec. 7 Reinitiation Letter USFWS Sec. 7 Reinitiation Letter

3/14/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE Potential I-69 Permit Process Meeting USACE potential permit mtg

3/17/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE Tentative Agenda for the USACE Meeting USACE potential mtg. agenda

3/21/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA Status of the I-69 Tier 2 Studies USEPA_status of T2 studies

3/22/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE I-69 USACE Section 404 Permit Meeting Confirmation USACE mtg. date confirmation

4/12/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USACE USACE potential Permit Meeting Agenda USACE Permit Meeting Agenda

4/12/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USACE Meeting Summary USACE Permit Meeting Minutes

4/16/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Summary IDNR Meeting Minutes

4/19/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE Email sending Draft meeting summary USACE Permit Meeting Minutes

4/20/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDEM Potential Water Quality Certification Process Meeting IDEM potential water quality mtg. 

4/20/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Jon Eggen IDNR IDNR Potential IDNR Constr in a Floodway Permit Mtg IDNR potential permit mtg

5/1/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR IDNR potential mtg.  IDNR potential mtg date 

5/4/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDEM I-69 PMT Meeting Confirmation IDNR meeting confirmation

5/4/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR Meeting Confirmation with IDNR for 5/23/06 IDEM mtg. confirmation

5/9/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR

PMT Meeting with IDNR to Discuss Floodway Permitting and 

Wildlife Impacts IDNR wildlife discuss. @ meeting

5/18/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR Agenda for PMT Meeting with IDNR Staff IDNR May 23 mtg. agenda

5/18/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDEM Agenda for PMT Meeting with IDEM on 5/23/06 IDEM May 23 mtg. agenda

5/22/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDEM

Formal Request for IDEM Information on Streams Crossed by 

the I-69 Preferred Alternative 3C Corridor Request for IDEM Info. on Streams

5/22/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Tom Cervone BLA IDNR

Formal Request for IDNR Information on Streams Crossed by 

the I-69 Preferred Alternative 3C Corridor Request for IDNR info. on Streams

5/23/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDEM Meeting Agenda IDEM Permit Meeting Agenda

5/23/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDEM Permit Meeting Minutes IDEM Permit Meeting Minutes 

5/23/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Agenda IDNR Permit Meeting Agenda

5/23/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR IDNR Permit Meeting Minutes 05_23_06 IDNR Permit Meeting Minutes 

5/23/2006 Outgoing Transmittal All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS Transmittal of Biological Surveys Trans of Tier 2 BiologicalSurveyReports

5/31/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA Potential I-69 Meeting with EPA USEPA potential mtg

6/8/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA I-69 Meeting with EPA - July 7th USEPA July 7th mtg.

6/9/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Tom Cervone BLA USFWS Stream crossing list Letter to USFWS on 3C stream xing list

6/15/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USFWS Status of Formal Consultation USFWS status of formal consultation

6/27/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All  Agencies I-69 Overall Agency Coord Mtg Pre-Invitations All Agencies pre-invite to Aug. Overall Mtg

6/28/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA EPA Funding Agreement/Potential Agenda USEPA potential agenda & funding agreement

6/28/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA July 7, 2006 EPA Reevaluation Meeting Confirmation FHWA ltr to EPA on July 7 T1Reeval mtg
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6/29/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA EPA Comment on Draft Mtg Agenda for July 7 mtg USEPA draft mtg. agenda comment

6/29/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA FHWA Answers to Agenda Comments USEPA_FHWA answers to agenda comments

6/29/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USEPA Potential Attendees for 8/1-2 FHWA Draft Meeting USEPA poss. 8-1 attendees to Overall Meeting

7/6/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Coord. Meeting invite package Overall Agency Coord. Mtg Invite Pkg.

7/7/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USEPA I-69 Tier 1 Reevaluation Meeting w/USEPA Agenda Tier 1 Reeval Meeting wUSEPA_Agenda

7/7/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USEPA T1 Reevaluation Meeting w/USEPA Meeting Minutes USEPA Agency Mtg_T1 Reeval._Minutes 

7/7/2006 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA USEPA Meeting Presentation Tier 1 Reeval Meeting Pres wUSEPA

7/13/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA USFWS T1 Reevaluation Meeting with USFWS Tent. Agenda USFWS T1 Reeval. mtg. tent. agenda

7/17/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes T1 Reeval. Meeting Minutes wUSFWS

7/19/2006 Outgoing Transmittal Sections 4 & 5 Tom Cervone BLA FHWA, USEPA, USFWS Sec. 4 & 5 Draft Karst reports S4 & S5 karst trans to FHWA for EPA & USFWS

7/19/2006 Outgoing Transmittal Sections 4 & 5 Tom Cervone BLA INDOT, IDNR, IDEM Sec. 4 & 5 Draft Karst reports S4 & S5 karst trans to INDOT for IDNR & IDEM

7/20/2006 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Robert Tally FHWA USEPA Draft karst reports USEPA draft karst rpts. Submittal from FHWA

7/21/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Pierce, Welch, Simpson State Rep/Senator Comments on Tier 1 Re-evaluation Report T1 Reeval Comments by State Reps & Senator

7/21/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA USEPA Funding Agreement FHWA to USEPA on Funding Agreement 

7/21/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Bharat Mathur USEPA USEPA Comments on Tier 1 Re-evaluation Report USEPA_T1 Reeval. comment

7/25/2006 Incoming Letter All Sections Willie R. Taylor DOI USDOI Comments on Tier 1 Re-evaluation Report Interior Dept_T1 Reeval. comment

7/27/2006 Incoming Letter All Sections Jason Randolph IDEM IDEM Comments on Tier 1 Re-evaluation Report IDEM_T1 Reeval. comment

8/1/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections INDOT/FHWA All Agencies Proposed Cum. Impact Analysis for Studies in T2 EISs All Agencies cumulative memo

8/1/2006 General RSVP List All Sections BLA All Agencies RSVP list Overall Agency Mtg. RSVP List for Aug.1-2

8/1/2006 General Meeting Sign in All Sections BLA All Agencies OverallAgency Coord. meeting Sign-in Sheet_080106 Overall Agency Mtg. Sign-in Sheet 

8/1/2006 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Coord. Meeting Agenda Overall Agency Mtg. Agenda

8/1/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA All Agencies Overall Agency Coord. Meeting Minutes Overall Agency Mtg. Minutes

8/1/2006 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA All Agencies Cumulative Impact Presentation Overall Agency Mtg. Cumulative Impact Pres.

8/1/2006 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA All Agencies Morning Presentation Overall Agency Mtg. Morning Session Pres.

8/1/2006 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA All Agencies Water Resources Presentation Overall Agency Mtg. Water Resources Pres.

8/1/2006 General Meeting Presentation All Sections BLA All Agencies Sec. 5 Karst Presentation Overall Agency Mtg. Section 5 Karst Pres.

8/2/2006 General Sign In Sections 4-6 BLA All Agencies Bus Tour sign in Aug. 2 Agency Coord. Mtg. Tour sign-in

8/2/2006 General RSVP List Sections 4-6 BLA All Agencies RSVP list Overall Agency RSVP List for Bus Tour

8/2/2006 General Itinerary Sections 4-6 BLA All Agencies Tour itinerary Overall Agency S4-6 Bus Tour Itinerary

8/2/2006 Incoming Letter All Sections Roger Wiebusch U.S. Coast Guard U. S. Coast Guard Comments on Tier 1 Re-evaluation Report Coast Guard_T1 Reeval. comment

8/11/2006 Incoming Email Section 5 Matt Buffington IDNR IDNR Comments on Section 5 Karst Report IDNR comments on Section 5 Karst Report

8/24/2006 Incoming Letter/Report All Sections Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS USFWS Revised Biological Opinion_082406 USFWS Revised Biological Opinion

8/31/2006 Incoming Letter All Sections Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA Proposed Cumulative Impact Analysis USEPA response on cumulative impacts

9/11/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR Forestry meeting minutes IDNR Forestry Meeting Minutes

9/14/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA EPA, USFWS, IDNR, IDEM & USACE Identification of Env Sensitive Resources Areas Env. Sensitive Waters Areas

9/14/2006 General Email/Mtg. Summary All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Resource Agencies Email Attach: Overall Agency Coord. Meeting Minutes Overall Agency minutes & attach.

9/14/2006 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Resource Agencies Email Attachment:  FHWA Interagency Survey Interagency meeting survey_provided by FHWA

9/22/2006 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Robert Tally FHWA USFWS Delivery of karst reports FHWA to USFWS on delivery of karst rpts.

9/27/2006 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR Email sending September 11 Meeting Minutes IDNR Forestry Meeting Minutes email

9/29/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Catherine Garra USEPA USEPA Response to Env. Sensitive Waters Areas USEPA reply to Water Resource

10/18/2006 Incoming Letter Sections 4-6 Jane Hardisty NRCS NRCS Farmland conversion S4-6 NRCS on farmland conversion

10/19/2006 Incoming Email All Sections Pam Louks IDNR IDNR IDNR comments on Sept. 11, 2006 Meeting minutes IDNR response to Sept. 11 mtg. minutes

10/31/2006 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Tom Seeman INDOT USEPA Interagency agreement on karst specialist Trans of EPA & INDOT Interagency agreement

11/22/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Tom Sharp INDOT INDOT, FHWA INDOT Re-evaluation withdrawal INDOT Re-evaluation Withdrawal

12/1/2006 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA INDOT, FHWA FHWA acceptance of withdrawal FHWA acceptance of Withdrawal

12/7/2006 Incoming Letter Sections 4 & 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Karst report comments USFWS comments to Sec. 4 & 5 karst

2007

1/8/2007 Outgoing Memo All Sections BLA BLA USEPA Cumulative Impacts Guidance Final Memo Cumulative Impacts Guidance Final Memo

1/10/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes USFWS_Action Items Conf. Call minutes

1/16/2007 Incoming Email Sections 4 & 5 Scott Johanson IDEM USEPA, USFWS Comments on karst reports IDEM comments on Sec. 4&5 karst report

1/17/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA IDNR IDNR SR 68 Stream Impact Discussion_011707 IDNR SR 68 Stream Impact Discussion

1/18/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Invitation of Feb. 9 Mitigation & Permit Mtg. Agencies_ Feb. 9 Mitigation & Permitting Mtg

1/18/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Feb. 9 Mitigation & Permitting Meeting confirmation Agency Mitigation & Permit Meeting Confirm
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1/25/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Pre-Meeting Invitation via email Pre invite to 3-1 Overall Ag Coord. Meeting

1/26/2007 Outgoing Letter All Sections Karl Browning INDOT INDOT, FHWA INDOT responses to re-evaluation comments INDOT Responses to Re-evaluation Comments

1/29/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Feb. 9 Mitigation & Permitting Meeting Update on Feb. 9 Mitigation & Permitting Mtg. 

1/29/2007 Incoming Email All Sections Dan Ernst IDNR IDNR New Reviewer for Div. of Forestry New Env. Review Contact

1/29/2007 Outgoing Letter All Sections Kent Ahrenholtz BLA All Agencies Mar. 1 Overall Agency Coord Meeting Invitation Pkg Overall Agency Coord. Meeting Invite Pkg.

1/30/2007 Incoming Email All Sections Jason Randolph IDEM IDEM Reply to Feb. 9 meeting invitation IDEM reply to 2-9 Mit & Permit mtg email

2/8/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Agenda & Directions to Feb. 9 meeting Agenda & directions for 2-9 Mitig. & Permit mtg.

2/8/2007 Incoming Email All Sections Virginia Laszewski USEPA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Reply to Feb. 9 mtg. agenda USEPA email reply on Feb. 9 Mtg. Agenda

2/9/2007 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Meeting Agenda Mit. & Permit Meeting Agenda

2/9/2007 General Meeting Presentation All Sections Jeremy Kieffner BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Feb. 9 meeting presentation Agency Mitigation & Permitting Meeting Pres.

2/9/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA Minutes for Feb. 9 meeting Mitigation & Permitting Meeting Minutes 

2/12/2007 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA INDOT, FHWA FHWA determination of no SEIS FHWA determination of no SEIS

2/13/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Mar. 1 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting Email to Agencies on Mar. 1 Overall Agency Mtg.

2/20/2007 Incoming Letter All Sections Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA Comments to Section 1 DEIS USEPA Section 1 DEIS comments 

3/1/2007 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Mar. 1 Overall Agency Coord. Mtg. Agenda Overall AgencyCoord_Agenda

3/1/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections Carol Hood BLA All Agencies Mar. 1 Overall Agency Coord. Mtg. Minutes Overall_AgencyCoord_Mtg_Minutes

3/1/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections Dean Munn BLA USEPA, IDEM Interagency Consultation Meeting Summary Interagency Consultation meeting notes

3/9/2007 Outgoing Transmittal All Sections Carol Hood BLA USEPA Transmittal of Tier 1 CDs for karst reviewer Tier 1 CDs for karst reviewer

3/15/2007 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Agenda USFWS Meeting Agenda

3/15/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Minutes USFWS Meeting Minutes

3/19/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS Meeting Summary USFWS Meeting Summary

3/27/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR IDNR Meeting Confirmation/Coordination IDNR Coord. Mtg. Topics

4/10/2007 Outgoing Letter All Sections Robert Tally FHWA USEPA FHWA & USFWS Notice of Limits on Claims FHWA & FWS Notice of Limits

4/16/2007 General Meeting Agenda All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Agenda IDNR Coordination Meeting Agenda

4/16/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR Meeting Minutes IDNR Coordination Meeting Minutes

4/30/2007 Outgoing Report All Sections BLA USFWS Annual Section 7 Report 2006 Annual Sec. 7 Consultation Report to USFWS

5/18/2007 Outgoing Letter All Sections Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Modified Section 7 Coord. Approach USFWS change ltr to FHWA re Tier 2 BOs

5/25/2007 Outgoing Letter Section 5 Kent Ahrenholtz BLA USFWS

Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for 

Section 5 Section 5 Agency Coordination Package

6/7/2007 Outgoing Email Section 5 Carol Hood BLA All Agencies

Invite for Webcast and Conference Call for Section 5 Screening 

of Alternatives Section 5 Alt Screening Meeting Invite

6/14/2007 General Meeting Agenda Sections 1-4 Dean Munn BLA EPA & IDEM Agenda for  Air Quality Conformity Meeting Interagency AQ Conf Consult Agenda 

6/14/2007 General Meeting Summary Sections 1-4 Dean Munn BLA EPA & IDEM Air Quality Conformity Meeting Interagency AQ Conf Consult mtg notes 

6/21/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR Permits within 5 miles of corridor IDNR_PMC email on new permits

6/21/2007 Incoming Email All Sections George Morris IDNR IDNR No permits withing 5 miles of corridor IDNR update on permits in I-69 corridor

6/25/2007 Incoming Letter Section 5 Robert Maydwell NPS NPS

Comments on the preliminary alternatives analysis and 

screening package for Section 5 NPS comments on Section 5 Alts. Screening Package

6/26/2007 General Meeting Agenda Sections 4 & 5 BLA USEPA Meeting Agenda S4 & 5 USEPA Karst Review Meeting Agenda

6/26/2007 General Sign In Sections 4 & 5 BLA USEPA Meeting sign in sheet S4&5 Karst Mtg Sign-in

6/26/2007 General Meeting Presentation Sections 4 & 5 BLA USEPA S5 Karst Presentation S5 Karst Presentation

6/26/2007 General Meeting Presentation Sections 4 & 5 BLA USEPA Sec. 4 & 5 Karst intro presentation S4&5 EPA Karst Intro Presentation

6/26/2007 General Meeting Summary Sections 4 & 5 BLA USEPA Karst meeting summary Karst Review EPA Meeting Minutes

7/3/2007 General Meeting Summary Section 5 BLA All agencies Section 5 Alternatives Screening Package Section 5 Alt Screening Meeting Minutes 

7/3/2007 General Meeting Presentation Section 5 BLA All agencies Section 5 Alternatives Screening Package Section 5 Alt Screening Meeting Presentation

7/6/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS Scheduling conf. call to disc. questions Conf. call to disc. questions

7/13/2007 Incoming Memo All Sections Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA EPA on "Comments & Responses" (CR) Document Comments to CR Document

7/23/2007 Incoming Letter Section 5 Matt Buffington IDNR IDNR

IDNR comments on the preliminary alternatives analysis and 

screening package for Section 5 IDNR comments on Section 5 Alts. Screening Package

7/26/2007 Incoming Email Section 5 USFWS USFWS

USFWS comments on the preliminary alternatives analysis and 

screening package for Section 5 USFWS comments on Section 5 Alts. Screening Package

8/2/2007 Incoming Letter Section 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA

USEPA comments on the preliminary alternatives analysis and 

screening package for Section 5 USEPA comments on Section 5 Alts. Screening Package

8/3/2007 Incoming Letter Sections 4 & 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA Comments on karst reports USEPA Comments on S4 & 5 Draft Karst Report

9/11/2007 Incoming Letter Section 5 Mary Jo Hamman INDOT IDNR Requesting LWCF determination Section 5 letter to IDNR on LWCF properties

9/14/2007 Incoming Letter Section 5 Susan Ostby IDNR IDNR Responding to LWCF determination IDNR responds to Section 5 LWCF Inquiry
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9/20/2007 Incoming Email All Sections Amy Babey USACE All Agencies New Corps of Engineers I-69 Project Manager New USACE I-69 Contact

10/1/2007 Outgoing Email Section 5 Carol Hood BLA All Agencies 5 Agency Coordination Meeting Section 5 Agency Coordination Screening Minutes

10/30/2007 Outgoing Email All Sections Matt Riehle BLA IDNR Active Coal Mine Permit Areas Req to IDNR on Active Coal Mine Permit Areas

12/5/2007 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA USFWS USFWS_Meeting_Minutes Meeting Minutes

12/21/2007 Outgoing Transmittal All Sections Kia Gillette BLA USFWS Transmittal of cave recon report Cave Recon. for IN Bat

2008

2/4/2008 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA Resource Agencies I-69 Mitigation Tracking I-69 Mitigation Tracking System

2/15/2008 Incoming Email/Letter Section 1-6 Andy King USFWS All  Agencies New Tree clearing Guidelines USFWS New IN Bat tree clear guidelines

3/6/2008 Incoming Email Section 1-6 Virginia Laszewski USEPA Resource Agencies Comments on Mitigation Tracking USEPA comments on Mitigation Tracking 

3/6/2008 Incoming Email Secton 2-6 Anthony DeSimone FHWA USEPA Update DEIS and FEIS Schedules for Sections 2 - 6 USEPA email on schedule for Sec. 2-6

4/18/2008 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Robert Tally INDOT USEPA Karst comments FHWA to USEPA on S4&5 karst comments

6/27/2008 Outgoing Letter Sections 4 & 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA Karst comments S4-5 EPA response to draft karst

7/9/2008 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS, INDOT, FHWA Bat Meeting Minutes USFWS_Bat_Meeting_Minutes

8/7/2008 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR IDNR State Forest Information IDNR Forestry Information

8/19/2008 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA, NRCS Interagency Water Resource Team Mtg Agenda Interagency Meeting Agenda 

8/19/2008 General Meeting Sign in All Sections BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA, NRCS Interagency Water Resource Team Mtg Sign in Interagency Meeting Sign In

8/19/2008 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS, IDNR, IDEM, USACE, USEPA, NRCS Interagency Water Resource Team Mtg Minutes Interagency Meeting Minutes

9/4/2008 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR State Forest 5-year F&W Operational Guidance State Forest 5 year F&W Oper. Guide

9/9/2008 Incoming Email All Sections Carl Hauser IDNR IDNR No available tract management guides IDNR on State Forest 5 yr. F&W Oper. Guides

9/9/2008 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR Reply on State Forest 5 yr Guidance Reply on State Forest 5 yr Guide

2009

1/12/2009 General Meeting Agenda All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS, INDOT, FHWA Coordination Meeting Agenda USFWS Meeting Agenda

1/12/2009 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS, INDOT, FHWA Coordination Meeting Minutes USFWS Meeting Minutes

1/29/2009 Incoming Letter All Sections Jane Hardisty NRCS NRCS Req. to use FOTG to review and plan mitigation NRCS on mitig. projects

2/12/2009 General Meeting Summary All Sections BLA IDNR, INDOT Box turtle meeting minutes - final S2-4 Box Turtle Mtg Final Minutes

3/5/2009 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA All Agencies Req. to see copy of cave biology video EPA on showing video April 30

3/5/2009 Incoming Letter Section 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS

Discussing proposed purchased of flood damaged parcels in 

Section 5 S5 USFWS Proposed Purchase of Flood Damaged Parcels

3/31/2009 Outgoing Letter All Sections BLA All Agencies Meeting packet for Overall Agency meeting Invitation Pkg. to agencies_final

4/20/2009 Incoming Email All Sections Katie Smith IDNR IDNR, INDOT TAC Chairman's response re: box turtles DNR_I-69 and eastern box turtles

4/30/2009 General Meeting Sign in Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA OverallAgency Coord. meeting Sign-in Sheet Overall Agency Sign In Sheets

4/30/2009 General Meeting Agenda Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Overall Agency Meeting Agenda Overall Agency Meeting Agenda

4/30/2009 General Meeting Summary Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Overall Agency Meeting Summary Overall Agency Mtg Minutes

4/30/2009 General Presentation Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Morning Presentation Overall Agency Morning Presentation

4/30/2009 General Presentation Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Afternoon Presentation Overall Agency Afternoon Presentation

4/30/2009 General Meeting Handout Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA CPP Overall Agency Handout CPP Overall Agency Handout

4/30/2009 General Meeting Handout Section 2-6 BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA CPP Overall Agency Handout CPP Overall Agency Handout2

5/12/2009 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USACE, INDOT Draft MBI comments RE_I-69 Draft MBI Comments

5/12/2009 Outgoing Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS Bald eagle permit info FWS RE_Bald eagle permit

5/19/2009 Incoming Email All Sections Josh Mott INDOT IDNR, INDOT Box turtle discussion info RE_I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coord Mtg

5/20/2009 General Meeting Summary All Sections Jason DuPont BLA IDNR, INDOT Mitigation & Box turtle meeting minutes S1-4 Mitigation & Box Turtle Mtg Minutes

6/1/2009 Outgoing Email All Sections Jennie Jackson BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Email sending Overall Agency mtg minutes Overall Agency Meeting Minutes email

6/4/2009 Incoming Letter All Sections Andrea Kirk USFWS USFWS Bald eagle Section 7 info USFWS on Bald Eagle Sec. 7

2010

1/7/2010 Incoming Email All Sections Jason DuPont BLA USFWS Migratory Bird Treaty Act coordination I-69 MBTA Coordination with FWS

1/19/2010 General Conversation Log All Sections Matt Riehle BLA IDNR Emerald Ash Borer measures IDNR Emerald Ash Borer measures

2/23/2010 Outgoing Meeting Summary Sections 2-6 BLA USFWS Meeting minutes USFWS Meeting Minutes

2011

4/12/2011 Incoming Letter All Sections Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Sec. 7 Reinitiation USFWS Sec. 7 Reinitiation Ltr

8/29/2011 Incoming Letter Section 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Mist Netting USFWS ltr re: Mist Netting

2012

2/29/2012 Outgoing Meeting Summary Sections 4 & 5 BLA USFWS Sections 4 & 5 Sections 4 & 5 USFWS  Meeting Minutes

4/20/2012 Outgoing Meeting Summary Section 5 All Agencies

Section 5 Webinar to discuss Preliminary Screening and 

Analysis of Alternatives Resource Agency Webinar
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5/1/2012 Incoming Email Section 5 Ronald Hellmich IDNR IDNR Nature Preserves

Provided GIS data for ETR species documented within 0.5 mile 

of S5 IDNR_Natural Heritage Database Request Email

7/24-25/2012 Outgoing Meeting Summary Section 5 Tom Cervone BLA All Agencies, INDOT, FHWA Mitigation Site Field Meeting DRAFT Agency Minutes for 2 Day Tour Sec 5 Mit Sites

9/13/2012 Incoming Letter Section 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA All Agencies

Comments on Section 5 Agency Tour regarding potential 

mitigation sites USEPA Comments on S5 Tour

9/13/2012 Incoming Letter Section 5 Scott Pruitt USFWS USFWS Comments on Section 5 Mitigation Sites S5 USFWS Mitigation Tour Comments Letter

11/27/2012 Incoming Email Section 5 Scott Johanson IDEM IDEM Comments on Section 5 Karst Report IDEM S5 Karst Report Comments Email

12/21/2012 Incoming Email Section 5 Jim Allen IDNR IDNR Division of Forestry Comments on Section 5 DEIS IDNR DOF S5 DEIS Comments Website Contact Form Submission

2013

1/2/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Lindy Nelson DOI DOI, FHWA Comments on Section 5 DEIS DOI S5 DEIS Comments Letter

1/2/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA EPA, FHWA, INDOT Comments on Section 5 DEIS EPA S5 DEIS Comments Letter

1/2/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Christie Stanifer IDNR IDNR Division of Fish & Wildlife Comments on Section 5 DEIS S5 IDNR DFW DEIS Comments Letter

1/2/2013 Incoming Email Section 5 Christie Stanifer IDNR IDNR Division of Fish & Wildlife Comments on Section 5 DEIS S5 IDNR DFW DEIS Comments Website Contact Form Submission

1/2/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Ron McAhron IDNR IDNR Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology Comments on Section 5 DEIS SHPO S5 DEIS Comments Letter

1/3/2013 Incoming Email Section 5 Lindy Nelson DOI DOI, INDOT Comments on Section 5 DEIS DOI S5 DEIS Comments Email

1/11/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Mary Hollingsworth IDEM IDEM, INDOT Comments on Section 5 DEIS IDEM S5 DEIS Comments Letter

1/23/2013 Incoming Email Section 5 Julie Kemph IDNR IDNR Division of Fish & Wildlife Inquiry about funds used for Morgan-Monroe SF IDNR_PR or DJ Funds Email

1/29/2013 General Meeting Summary Section 5 Jeremy Kieffner BLA USACE & IDEM Juisdictional Status of Water Resources I-69 Section 5 Jurisdictional Stream Meeting Minutes

2/25/2013 Outgoing Email Section 5 Michelle Allen FHWA All Agencies Invite for Section 5 DEIS Comments Conference Call FHWA S5 DEIS Comments Conference Call Email

2/26/2013 Outgoing Email Section 5 Sandra Flum INDOT All Agencies Invite for Section 5 DEIS Comments Conference Call INDOT S5 DEIS Comments Conference Call Email

3/4/2013 General Meeting Summary Section 5 Kia Gillette BLA IDEM, USEPA, INDOT Section 5 Superfund Sites S5 Superfund Site Meeting Minutes

3/4/2013 Outgoing Meeting Invitation Section 5 Sandra Flum INDOT All Agencies Meeting Invitation and Comments/Responses to Section 5 DEIS Invite to March 12 Agency Coordination Mtg

3/8/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Chad Slider IDNR IDNR, INDOT Comments on Section 5 DEIS SHPO S5 DEIS Comments Feedback Letter

3/12/2013 General Meeting Summary Section 5 All Agencies S5 DEIS Resource Agency Meeting Resource Agency Webinar Meeting Minutes

3/12/2013 General Meeting Presentation Section 5 All Agencies S5 DEIS Resource Agency Meeting S5 DEIS Comments Agency Meeting Presentation

3/15/2013 Incoming Email Section 5 Sandra Flum INDOT All Agencies

S5 DEIS Resource Agency Meeting Meeting Minutes and 

Presentation Submittal INDOT S5 DEIS Comments Conference Call Email

3/19/2013 Incoming Letter Section 5 Kenneth Westlake USEPA USEPA, FHWA, INDOT Comments on Section 5 DEIS Agency Comment Responses EPA S5 DEIS Response Letter

6/24/2013 Outgoing Meeting Summary Section 5 Kia Gillette BLA USFWS, FHWA, INDOT Section 7 Consultation Meeting I-69 Section 7 Consultation Meeting Minutes_redacted
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Memo for Cumulative Impacts 
 
To: All Tier 2 EEAC’s 
From: PMC 
Date:  January 8, 2007 
 
The following guidance is provided in response to a letter written by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), dated August 31, 2006, regarding the 
Federal Highway Administration and Indiana Department of Transportation (FHWA and 
INDOT) August 1, 2006 memorandum.  The subject of this letter and memorandum was 
the proposed cumulative impact analysis for the I-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) Tiered 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 
Introduction 
 
The FHWA and INDOT agree with the USEPA that a robust and detailed cumulative 
impacts analysis will assist communities in deciding whether or not to participate in the 
Community Planning Process for I-69.  Similarly, we agree that one objective of the 
program is to develop protective strategies for environmentally sensitive areas.  For 
those communities that decide to participate, the analysis would focus their planning 
efforts on the resources that need special attention. 
 
Methodology 
 

• Determination of Resources – Resources were determined from INDOT’s and 
FHWA’s familiarity with each section and information provided by the public and 
the Environmental Engineering Assessment Consultants.  Such resources were 
considered significant and potential impacts were considered possibly significant.  
This same methodology was used for all six sections, even though each section 
had its own unique and distinctive environmental footprint. 

• Uniformity – Our methodology is uniform for each resource across all six 
Sections for each of the six different FHWA / INDOT contractors. 

• Detailed versus Non-Detailed Analysis – All resources will receive a detailed 
analysis, and from such an analysis, some resources will require continued 
scrutiny while others may require less scrutiny depending upon results. 

• Overlap in Sections – We agree that some resources cross from one section to 
another; however, each section will evaluate the overlap of resources as to 
potential impacts and significance.  Professional judgment and information in 
overlap areas will be described and appropriately discussed in each EIS. 

• Other impacts – This phrase is used to address impacts other than direct or 
indirect that are impacts on the resources from other than I-69.  Cumulative 
impacts are the sum of direct, indirect and these other impacts. 

• Traffic Models and Expert Panels – Both traffic models and expert land use 
panels were very important in providing additional data on indirect and 
cumulative impacts.  The expert land use panel was most helpful in providing 
information on possible development that is planned and not I-69 related. 



• Presentation of the Analysis – The analysis will follow the 11 step process 
outlined in the Council on Environmental Quality’s “Considering Cumulative 
Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act” dated January 1997 (p. 10) 
as referenced in EPA’s “Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA Review of 
NEPA Documents dated May 1999. 

• Loss – The word loss refers to a significant loss relative to the existing baseline 
for that resource.  We will describe the baseline conditions which will include the 
words degraded or would be further degraded, as appropriate. 

 
Selection of the Resources 
 
The I-69 Project Management Team does plan to include detailed cumulative impacts 
analysis for the three significant resources of concern (i.e., farmland, forest and wetland) 
that underwent cumulative impacts analysis in the Tier 1 EIS.  In addition, all six 
Sections will include detailed cumulative impacts analysis for streams.  For Sections 4 
and 5, a cumulative impacts analysis will be completed for private drinking water supply 
as part of a karst surface/groundwater quality. 
 
Wetlands – The wetland cumulative impacts analysis will be detailed enough to support 
a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 decision.  LEDPA analysis will be included in the 
cumulative impacts analysis.  In addition, the analysis will focus on the function and 
value of wetlands within the broader ecosystem.  INWRAP data will be used as much as 
possible. 
 
Streams – Cumulative impacts analysis will be completed in all six sections of I-69.  If 
streams are impaired, the reason for impairment will be presented.  The cumulative 
impacts analysis will identify and consider those categories of impairment (e.g., habitat 
alternation, sediment) that may be increased as a result of project construction and 
operation.  In addition, the analysis will discuss impairments that the project could 
contribute to, and disclose those streams that have active ditch maintenance districts.  
INDOT and FHWA will “tell the story” on legal drains and how the counties maintain 
these streams as well as how I-69 will or will not affect these streams. 
 
Private Drinking Water Supply Wells – We agree that the safety of drinking water supply 
for human consumption, whether public or private, or from surface or groundwater 
sources is important.  In addition, we concur with USEPA that Sections 4 and 5 both 
have substantial karst geology/features that could allow for rapid deterioration of 
groundwater quality from contamination on the surface.  The cumulative impacts 
analysis will include following the Karst Memorandum of Understanding and the 
implementation of mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize surface chemicals 
reaching the groundwater.  The analysis will include a detailed and comprehensive 
evaluation of the baseline conditions and Best Management Practices and in working 
with the agencies, a directed effort on all of our parts to protect public and private water 
supplies.  We have outlined our efforts from existing data and appreciate EPA’s 
recommendation for mapping “Zones of Susceptibility”; we offer the following alternative 
approach. 
 
Under Private drinking water supply wells (page 3), the USEPA advised that “a 
cumulative impact analysis on the quality/safety of private drinking water supply wells in 
Section 4 and 5 also be undertaken.” The USEPA suggests mapping areas of 
susceptibility as part of the analysis.   



 
Safeguards have been developed to prevent groundwater contamination throughout the 
course of the planning phase for I-69 that provide reasonable assurance that drinking 
water supply wells will not be adversely impacted by the project.  In order to establish 
reasonable assurance that private drinking water wells will not be adversely impacted in 
the project, the I-69 project will operate in compliance with all applicable water quality 
standards. Consultation with regulating and permitting agencies has been undertaken 
throughout project planning to identify any potential impacts to water quality. 
 
Furthermore, the protection of groundwater within the I-69 Study Area will be a major 
emphasis in the Tier 2 environmental analysis. All privately owned wells within the 
vicinity of the project corridor will be identified and discussed in the Groundwater 
Resources and Water Quality Protection Analysis section of the EIS. The search 
criterion for the private well inventory was established using the USEPA Calculated 
Fixed Radius (CFR) method that determines a zone of concern around a well. In this 
regard, zones of susceptibility have already been recognized in the I-69 (Indianapolis to 
Evansville) Tier 2 Project Guidance Manual, Version 7 (dated, January 23, 2006). The 
manual states (page 3-74): “Each EEAC will identify all privately owned wells within the 
vicinity of each alternative based on the search radii defined below and discuss potential 
impacts to these wells.  The following table shows the different search radii established 
for different geological conditions.  
 

Private Well Search Radii 
 

Section Geology Search Radii (in feet) 
1 Unglaciated, sandstone bedrock 500 
2 Unglaciated, sandstone bedrock & glacial till 500 
3 Glacial till 500 
4 Unglaciated, limestone (karst) bedrock 1,000 
5 
 

Monroe County: limestone (karst) bedrock 
Morgan County: Glacial till 

1,000 
500 

6 Glacial till  500 
 
In addition to safeguards provided during NEPA analysis, water quality protective 
strategies will be employed throughout project design, construction and implementation. 
Water quality issues within Section 4 and 5, especially Monroe County, are amplified by 
karst geology. In these areas, environmental considerations require additional drainage 
control to satisfy the Karst MOU among INDOT, IDEM, IDNR and USFWS. As a part of 
the Tier 2 Environmental Studies, dye trace studies were conducted in Sections 4 and 5 
to determine subsurface drainage patterns. Project development will include the use of 
the natural drainage routes to handle storm water events as well as protective measures 
to address any discharges to the subsurface. Water quality monitoring will be conducted 
immediately before and during project construction and implementation to ensure that no 
degradation of the water quality occurs.  
 
To minimize the effects of runoff into the underground system, Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) will be implemented to maintain runoff similar to existing (pre-
development) conditions. BMPs will be utilized to prevent nonpoint source pollution and, 
thereby, control storm water runoff and sediment impacts to water quality and aquatic 
habitat. The development of the BMPs will be coordinated with the MOU agencies, as 



well as the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) Drinking Water 
Branch and local water utilities.   
 
The activities described above are designed to give reasonable assurance that 
groundwater quality will be protected during project construction. Additional cumulative 
impact analysis that focuses on water quality/safety of private drinking wells should not 
be necessary since the Groundwater Resources and Water Quality Protection Analysis 
section of the EIS, will be sufficient in documenting any impacts and mitigation measures 
that may occur to private drinking water supply wells located near the project corridor.  
  
In summary, the I-69 Project Management Team does plan to include detailed 
cumulative impacts analysis for the three significant resources of concern (i.e., farmland, 
forest and wetland) that underwent cumulative impacts analysis in the Tier 1 EIS.  In 
addition, all six Sections will include detailed cumulative impacts analysis for streams.  
For Sections 4 and 5, a cumulative impacts analysis will be completed for private 
drinking water supply as part of a karst surface/groundwater quality analysis. 
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Dear I-69 Team, 
 
The following are our thoughts on mist netting sites for your review along with additional 
information on these sites.  This list contains a maximum of 50 potential sites for mist netting the 
year before construction and the 1-5 years after construction.  The Tier 1 BA committed to 
completing 40-50 sites.  We have highlighted in yellow those sites that produced Indiana bats.  
They total 30 sites.  The remaining 20 sites are available for discussion on their inclusion or not.  
It is important to note that none of these 50 sites are within the first two miles of the project.  
Please review the large wall map in the Tier 1 BA (Addendum) dated March 7, 2006 for location 
of the following sites.  Thank you! 
 
Commitment:  A plan for surveying, monitoring and reporting will be developed and conducted in 

consultation with and approved by the 
USFWS.  This mist netting research will be beyond Tier 2 sampling and monitoring requirements.  Forty to 

fifty mist netting sampling sites 
are anticipated in this research.  Surveys will be completed before construction and monitoring will be 

completed for the first 5 years after  
construction begins.  If Indiana bats are captured, attempts will be made to locate roost trees using radio-

tracking.  Documentation will  
include annual reports. 
  
Rationale:   The purpose of this research is to have baseline data before and after construction of I-69. 

Such information would be helpful in  
learning more about this species and any potential advantages or disadvantages. 
  
Measurement:  Completion of this task would include sampling the following sites in each Section the 

year before construction and each  
year for 5 years after construction between May 15 and August 15.  Please see big wall map in the Tier 1 

BA (Addendum) dated March 7, 
2006 for the location of the following proposed sites. 
   

Section 1 
Site 3 – Pregnant Female was netted near the headwaters to Pigeon Creek  
Sites 4, 5 and 6 – All within the Pigeon Creek Bottoms 
   

Section 2 
Sites 6, 7, 8 and 9 – All within the Patoka River Bottoms where Indiana bats have been 

netted with roost trees 
Site 11 – Along Robinson Creek where a Non-Reproductive Female was netted 
Site 12 – Along Flat Creek where a Post-Lactating Female was netted 
Site 22 – Along the East Fork of the White River where a Post-Lactating Female was 

netted 
Sites 29 and 30 – Along Veale Creek where Indiana Bats were netted with a number of 

roost trees 
 

Section 3 
Sites 11, 13, 14 and 15 – Along/Associated with the West Fork of the White River with 

netted Indiana bats and roost trees 
Site 17 – SR 57 Bridge (Day and Night Roost, and Way Station) / Being Monitored 

Monthly & Weekly now 
Site 18 – Along First Creek 
Site 21 and 22 – Along Doan’s Creek 
 

Section 4 
Site 2 – Along Doan’s Creek where Indiana bats were netted with roost trees 
Site 3 – Tributary of Black Ankle Creek where 2 Adult Male Indiana bats were netted 



Sites 8 and 11 – Along Plummer Creek where a Lactating Female was netted with roost 
trees 

Site 14 – Along headwaters of Little Clifty Branch where an Adult Male Indiana bat was 
netted 

Sites 18, 21 & 23 – Along Indian and Little Indian Creeks near Sexton Springs and Adult 
Male Indiana bats 

Site 24 – Along an Unnamed Tributary to Clear Creed that netted an Adult Male Indiana 
bat 

Site 27 and 28 – Near Nudist Cave and along an Unnamed Tributary to Clear Creek 
downstream of Reeves Cave 

 
Section 5 

Site 4 – Along Stout Creek where an Adult Male Indiana bat was netted 
Site 6 – Along Griffey Creek where an Adult Male Indiana bat was netted 
Sites 16 and 19 – Along Bryant Creek where a Post Lactating Females was netted 
Sites 20 and 22 – Along Little Indian Creek and West Fork of White River with a number 

of Indian bats and roost trees 
Site 23 – Along Indian Creek 
 

Section 6 
Sites 5, 7, 8, and 10 – Along Branches of Clear Creek and West Fork with a number of 

Indiana bats and roost trees 
Site 13 – Along Stott Creek 
Site 14 – Along Crooked Creek where a Juvenile Male and Post Lactating Female were 

netted with roost trees 
Site 17 – Along Banta Creek 
Site 19 – Along Travis Creek where a Post-Lactating Female was netted 
Site 20 – Along Goose Creek where a Juvenile Male was netted 
Site 22 – Along Turkey Pen Creek 
Site 23 – Along Pleasant Run where a Juvenile Male, Juvenile Female and Lactating 

Female were netted with roost trees 
  
Status:  To be completed in the future the year before and 5 consecutive years after construction of the 

highway.  
 
 
Please call if you should have any questions. 
 
Thanks 
Tom Cervone, Ph.D. 



Action Items (I-69) 
INDOT, FHWA and USFWS 

January 16, 2007 
 
The following action items were discussed in a meeting with INDOT and FHWA in Room N642 in IGS on 
19 December 2006.  We also had a conference call on these issues with USFWS on January 10, 2007.  
Another meeting is scheduled for January 17 (8 a.m. CDT).  Notes on each issue follows and red text 
indicates the action taken from the January 10th meeting.  Those people in the conference call were as 
follows: 
 
 Michelle Hilary 
 Ben Lawrence 
 Tom Seeman 
 Tony DeSimone 
 Scott Pruitt 
 Andy King 
 Tom Cervone 
 Jason DuPont 
 Jim Gulick 
 Kia Gillette 
 
(1) USFWS Reviewer Agreement        □ 

Finalize a reviewer position for USFWS as funded by INDOT and FHWA for a 
minimum number of three (3) years.  We think that 5 years may be best, and that at 
this time, Scott Pruitt has the agreement.  We need to check with Scott on its progress. 
We also need to have this agreement in place to access the availability of such services 
in the Tier 2 BA’s for appropriate mitigation and permitting. 
Action - To be discussed during the January 17, 2006 meeting. 
 

(2) An Agreement to Transfer Mitigation Money to USFWS    □ 
INDOT and FHWA have committed $270,000.00 for conservation measures for I-69, 
not including habitat (e.g., cave, wetland, forest, prairie) replacement.   The general 
thought of some may be to transfer this sum to USFWS for them to contract appropriate 
services.  The $270,000 is broken down as follows: 
 
 1. Biennial Census    $50,000 
 2. Autumn/Spring Habitat  $125,000  
 3. Indiana Bat Pamphlet    $25,000 
 4. Bald Eagle Pamphlet    $25,000 
 5. Eastern Fanshell Pamphlet   $25,000 
 6. Captive-Rearing Research   $20,000 
 
    Total  $270,000 
 
At present, another organization has a small book entitled “Bats of Indiana” available for  
review by USFWS, and cost for publication is lacking.  This small book would look like 
“Bats of Arkansas”.  In transferring money to USFWS, it would be the responsibility of them 
to use this book for the commitment above or other information or a combination of both. 
Action - To be discussed during the January 17, 2006 meeting. 

 
(3) Signage below SR 57 Bridge that has been Fenced for Indiana Bats   □ 

Coordination in monitoring on this bridge indicates that signage is needed.  A suggestion 
at this time is as follows, “All work within 200 feet of this area (or as part of this bridge) 
requires, by law, a call to 812-882-8330 (INDOT Vincennes District) and 812-334-4261 
(USFWS – Bloomington Field Office).”  This language is tentative and needs to be  
approved by all parties.  A system needs to be put in place at the Vincennes District 
Office and USFWS to direct such a call to the appropriate person(s). 
Action:  BLA will work with INDOT on the size for the above sign and number of 
signs, and developing an appropriate system of coordination on this bridge. 
  

(4) Plan and Profile for the Patoka River and East Fork Bridges    □ 
 This requires INDOT, FHWA and their consultants (BLA, HWC) to work with USFWS 

on their current bridge designs. This includes clearance, drainage on the bridge, 



lengths and any other considerations in these bridges.  At the present time, we are  
investigating the opportunity to fit the ends of these two proposed bridges for bat 
roosting.  The SR 57 bridge over the White River is being used as a guide for certain 
design features.  We have contacted Bill McCoy (Refuge Manager) and Bloomington 
Field Office for their comments on the Plan and Profile sheets given to them on these  
bridges. 
Action:  USFWS (BFO) will work with Bill McCoy from the Patoka River National Wildlife 
Refuge on any comments. 
 

(5) Coordination on Tier-2 Biological Assessments Formats        □ 
 This includes coordinating with the USFWS and discussing format and content on these 

documents. This has been started, but needs to be finalized.  We also need to discuss 
Prescribed Management Activities for the Indiana bat.  An earlier submittal to USFWS 
showed more information needed on snags and general age of forests in the sections. 
In the Fall of 2006, BLA staff went out and completed 29 forest plots to answer these  
questions.  Data on number of trees, dbh (diameter at breast height), species, density, 
and number of snag and dead trees were recorded in 20-meter diameter forest plots. A 
description of ground cover was also denoted for each forest plot.   A preliminary copy 
of the Tier 2 BA will be submitted to USFWS on January 4, 2006 for their comments. 
Action:  Jason DuPont made available this preparatory document for comments from 
FHWA, USFWS and INDOT.  Please provide comments at your earliest convenience. 
 

(6) Review Forest Plot Data        □ 
 This involves coordination with INDOT, FHWA and USFWS on data from 29 forest  

plots and their interpretation as needed in the Tier 2 Biological Assessments.  Such 
information showed a projected number of snags removed by the project relative to the 
number of snags available in the vicinity county wide.  Similarly, it gives percentages for 
seedlings, saplings, pole-sized and saw timber.  Species composition and density were 
also discussed in this review. 
Action:  Forest Plot Data is available in the Tier 2 BA for Section 1 for that section only. 
A summary will be going to INDOT, FHWA and USFWS for all sections soon. 
 

(7) Finalizing Poster on the Natural History of the Indiana bat    □ 
 Continue to work with USFWS on any changes to this educational poster.  Talking to  
 USFWS on this task, indicated that the Recovery Plan is in review now and that in the 
 future they would like to finalize the poster for use in the Recovery Plan.  Suggestions 
 on the poster by USFWS will be offered in the near future.  No rush is needed though. 
 Action:  It was decided that within 3 months, USFWS would provide BLA comments  
 and such comments, changes would be made to this poster. 
 
(8) Construction Plans on first two miles of I-69      □ 
 American Consulting has sent out field check plans to USFWS and other agencies. 
  Does the USFWS require an explanation on such information?  Communications with 
 USFWS indicate “No”, not on the first 2 miles.  However, continued efforts to have field 
 check plans before NEPA do cause for some discussion. 
 Action:  No action needed and this letter was a one time event. 
 
(9) Information on Indiana bat Conference      □ 

Could INDOT and FHWA please provide a short summary on what was discussed on 
1-2 November 2006 during the Indiana bat conference in Terre Haute?  Were there any 
I-69 commitments made at this conference?  The answer is something that FHWA will 
discuss with USFWS in the future.  For now though, it appears that any research that 
may be offered by FHWA will not be in Tier 2 BA’s nor Section 7 nor I-69 related. 
Action:  No action needed and FHWA has already talked with USFWS on this topic. 
 

(10) Bald Eagle Commitments in the Biological Assessment    □ 
 If the Bald Eagle is delisted in the near future, are the commitments in the BO and BA 

still required by USFWS?  This question requires a discussion with USFWS since there 
has never been in Indiana a federally listed species that has been delisted.  Thoughts on 
this commitment will be discussed on the Conference Call. 
Action:  It was agreed to go ahead and do the commitments for this species even if it 
becomes delisted. 
 
 



(11) Bat Friendly Bridges         □ 
 A limited number of bat friendly bridges may be feasible and prudent.  At this time, the 

Patoka River and East Fork are the only bridges that are being considered.   Bridge 
designs may mimic SR 57 bridge conditions over the West Fork of the White River near 
Newberry.  Essentially, this bridge is a 4 span bridge with the end trusses connected to 
the edge of a concrete block structure located within the side of a hill.  The concrete 
block structure is enclosed on the sides and top with a ground (sloping) bottom.  Beams 
(primarily longitudinal) provide suitable roosting for the bats, i.e., areas of the beams 
near the ceiling.  The bats hand down with their feet on the beam near the ceiling. 
Action:  It was decided to go ahead and develop concepts for discussion on the bridge 
crossings of the Patoka River and the East Fork.  This is a future activity and discussion. 
 

(12) I-69 Planning Grants and Proposed Mitigation Sites     □ 
 It is important to coordinate efforts of proposed mitigation sites with those persons 

involved in the I-69 planning grants.   Without such coordination, conflicts in use could 
arise.  By having appropriate documentation of mitigation sites, then potential conflicts 
in land use can be diverted. 
Action:  Good idea and BLA needs to work with HNTB to make sure there are no conflicts. 
 

(13) Annual Reports for USFWS        □ 
 Annual reports would be needed during active coordination with USFWS, i.e., 1 year 

prior and 5 years after construction for each section.  Annual reports may be related to 
monitoring, research and/or completion of conservation measures.  In the later report on 
conservation measures, maybe a table would be appropriate that keeps track of on-going 
activities. 
Action:  This is correct, and a summary for the Year 2006 is requested by USFWS soon. 
 

(14) Cave and Spring Biological Surveys for Section 4     □  
This report has been recently finalized and will be provided to FHWA, INDOT and 
USFWS this week. 
Action:  Yes, the report was received by USFWS and they will review it in the near future. 

 
   
Thanks 
Tom Cervone 
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Carol Hood 

From: Jason Dupont

Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2007 12:58 PM

To: 'Bruce Hudson'; jason stone; 'James Peyton'; Mary Jo Hamman

Cc: Tom Cervone; Garre Conner; Carol Hood

Subject: FW: Section 4 and 5 Karst reports

Page 1 of 1

1/23/2007

All, 
  
Attached are comments from IDEM regarding the Draft Karst Reports. 
  
Jason 
  

From: JOHANSON, SCOTT [mailto:SJOHANSO@idem.IN.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 9:16 AM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Subject: Section 4 and 5 Karst reports 
  
Here are some comments on the section 4 and 5 Karst reports 
  
1) Will there be any studies conducted to determine the effects of increased volumes and velocities of run-off 
water that may enter karst systems?  Increased groundwater flow velocities and volumes could cause the rate of 
dissolution of karst features and could also increase the rate of erosion of sediments in karst features.  It may be 
necessary to design retention basins and structures that slow down the rates of surface water infiltration. 
  
2) The is a spring that has not been identified in the Section 5 report that is located at  the adjacent to 
the 
  
3) The three springs located at the  are not located on the Figures associated with the Bloomington 
North karst area. 
  
4) On page 91 of the Section 5 Report it is stated that the site is not hydrogeologially connected to SR 37 of the 
Section 5 corridor.  The report does not specify the information that was used to develop this conclusion.  There 
are several inactive quarries that are located within the Section 5 Corridor.  It must be determined if additional 
runoff to these quarries could impact Bennett’s Dump.       
  



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 11:43 AM

To: 'jhebenstreit@dnr.IN.gov'; 'Jeggen@dnr.in.gov'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'

Cc: Tom Cervone; Jason Dupont; Henry Nodarse; Carol Hood; Kent Ahrenholtz; Daniel Townsend

Subject: Conference Call with IDNR for SR 68 Stream Impact Discussion

Page 1 of 1

1/17/2007

Dear Christy, Jim, and Jon 
  
The conference call to discuss the impacts to a small tributary associated with the I-69 and SR 68 interchange will be held 
at 10:00am EDT tomorrow (Jan. 17, 2007).  The reason for this meeting is to discuss whether or not a Construction in a 
Floodway permit will be required for this stream impact.  The following phone number and access code should be used for 
this conference call. 
  
Phone Number: 1-866-206-0240 
Access Code:   225497# 
  
Please let me know that you received this email and if you are planning on calling in for this conference call. 
  
If you have any problem calling in on the conference line please give me a call directly at 800-423-7411.  Thank you. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
  



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2007 10:45 AM

To: 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'tseeman@indot.in.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 'mballen@indot.IN.gov'; 'RANDOLPH, 
JASON'; 'Babey, Amy S LRL'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'jeggen@dnr.in.gov'; 'garra.catherine@epa.gov'; 
'anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov'

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Kia Gillette; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Daniel 
Townsend; Carl Camacho

Subject: I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Agency Coordination Meeting

Page 1 of 1

1/19/2007

Dear Everyone, 
  
The I-69 Project Team will be holding a meeting on February 9, 2007 at 10:00am EDT with the regulatory agencies to 
discuss the mitigation efforts and permitting that will be completed as part of the I-69 Project.  This meeting will be held at 
the Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. Indianapolis Office at 6125 South East Street (aka. US 31 South).  A map 
to the office is attached.   
  
The purpose of this meeting is to get the regulatory agencies together and discuss what each agency is looking at for 
mitigation and what the I-69 Project Team is proposing for possible mitigation.  The project team wants to get all of the 
agencies on the same page as to the possible mitigation areas, type of mitigation and amount of mitigation that will be 
completed as part of the I-69 project.  Special attention will be given to Section 1 in order to keep it on the current 
schedule.   
  
Please email me a confirmation on your attendance at this meeting.  Thank You. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
  



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2007 10:45 AM

To: 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'tseeman@indot.in.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 'mballen@indot.IN.gov'; 'RANDOLPH, 
JASON'; 'Babey, Amy S LRL'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'jeggen@dnr.in.gov'; 'garra.catherine@epa.gov'; 
'anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov'

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Kia Gillette; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Daniel 
Townsend; Carl Camacho

Subject: I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Agency Coordination Meeting

Page 1 of 1

3/20/2007

Dear Everyone, 
  
The I-69 Project Team will be holding a meeting on February 9, 2007 at 10:00am EDT with the regulatory agencies to 
discuss the mitigation efforts and permitting that will be completed as part of the I-69 Project.  This meeting will be held at 
the Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. Indianapolis Office at 6125 South East Street (aka. US 31 South).  A map 
to the office is attached.   
  
The purpose of this meeting is to get the regulatory agencies together and discuss what each agency is looking at for 
mitigation and what the I-69 Project Team is proposing for possible mitigation.  The project team wants to get all of the 
agencies on the same page as to the possible mitigation areas, type of mitigation and amount of mitigation that will be 
completed as part of the I-69 project.  Special attention will be given to Section 1 in order to keep it on the current 
schedule.   
  
Please email me a confirmation on your attendance at this meeting.  Thank You. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
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Carol Hood

From: Carol Hood
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 3:39 PM
To: 'Smith, Katie'; Patricia Morris (morris.patricia@epa.gov); Dan Ernst (dernst@dnr.in.gov); 

'kday@fs.fed.gov'; Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov; 'flewis@fs.fed.gov'; 
laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov; Garre Conner; Henry Huffman (hhuffman@dnr.in.gov); Tom 
Kenney (kenney.thomas@epa.gov); Newton Ellens (ellens.newton@epa.gov); 
Doug.Shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Amy Babey (amy.s.babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil); Mike 
Neyer (mneyer@dnr.in.gov); Jason Randolph (jrandolp@idem.in.gov); Matt Buffington 
(mbuffington@dnr.in.gov); cstanifer@dnr.in.gov; 'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 
'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; Eric Scott Johanson (sjohanso@idem.in.gov); Rebecca Travis 
(rtravis@idem.in.gov); James Sullivan (jsulliva@idem.in.gov); Bill_McCoy@fws.gov; Jim 
Hebenstreit (jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov); John Carr (jcarr@dnr.in.gov); rjones@dnr.in.gov; 
Dennis Clark (dclark@idem.in.gov); melgin.Wendy@epa.gov; Martha Clark-Mettler 
(mclark@idem.in.gov); Tamara Ratcliff-Roberts (troberts@idem.in.gov); 
jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; Xavier.Montoya@in.usda.gov; David.poynter@navy.mil; 
'DeSimone, Anthony'; DuMontelle, Jay; 'david.franklin@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 
'Seeman, Tom'; 'Lawrence, Ben'; 'Allen, Michelle'; 'ckoeppel@indot.in.gov'; 'Drach, Pamela'; 
'KLEET@indot.IN.gov'; 'Batta, Nick'; 'DBUTTS@indot.IN.gov'; 'JUDE@indot.IN.gov'; 
JGUSTIN@indot.IN.gov;  (sbranigin@indot.in.gov);  (jbacone@dnr.in.gov); 
'gmroczka@indot.state.in.us'; SSMITH@indot.in.gov; 'KKNOKE@indot.IN.gov'; 
'bsteckler@indot.in.gov'; 'pschmidt@indot.in.gov'; 'RBURCHAM@indot.IN.gov'; 
'RBUSKIRK@indot.IN.gov'; 'Ricki Clark (rclark@indot.in.gov)'; 'tgiller@indot.state.in.us'; 
'Malley, William G.'; 'Ferlo, Albert'; Karie Brudis (kbrudis@dnr.in.gov); ahamm@indot.in.gov; 
arearick@indot.in.gov; CTOMAK@indot.IN.gov; gabell@indot.in.gov; 
Larry.Heil@fhwa.dot.gov; MKENNEDY@indot.IN.gov; rphillabaum@indot.in.gov; ; 
'joseph.leindecker@jacobs.com'; 'Randy Hancock'; ; 'Bruce Hudson'; 'Mary Jo Hamman'; 'Tim 
N. Miller'

Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Tom Cervone; Nicole Minton; Jason Dupont; Jim 
Gulick; Jeremy Kieffner; Rusty Yeager; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Neal Schroeder; Henry 
Nodarse; Daniel Townsend; Brian Litherland; Carl Camacho; linda@weintrautinc.com; Alice 
Roberts; dyerenv@yahoo.com; Dominick Romano; 'Wehner, Jane'; 'Randy Hancock'; 'Lober, 
Tracey'; ; ; ; 'barterbery@dlz.com'; 'Jason Stone'; James Peyton; 'Kurt Weiss'; 
'BHoegh@HNTB.com'; Vince Bernardin; Harmony Gratzer

Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting  -   March 1, 2007  (Indianapolis) 

Hello Everyone!  

Mark your calendars!  This is a “heads-up” that the next Tier 2 I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting will be held on Thursday, 
March 1, 2007.  

The meeting format will be like the last Overall Agency Coordination Meeting held August 1, 2006 in Bloomington, except there will not 
be a tour and the meeting will be held in Indianapolis.  

MEETING NOTICE:   

Date:     Thursday, March 1, 2007 
Time:    approximately 9:00 am EST (Indy Time) to 4:45 pm EST 
Location: Indianapolis (Indiana Gov’t Center South Conference Center) – Room TBD   

Formal invitations (including agenda, rsvp cards, location of meeting, etc.) will be sent out in the next few days to your agency point of 
contact.  Please let us know by February 16, 2007 if you and/or others from your agency will be attending the meeting.  

Thanks, 

Carol 
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Carol D. Hood 
Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN 47715 
(812) 479-6200/Fax: (812) 479-6262 
Email:  chood@blainc.com 



INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Driving Indiana's Economic Growth 

100 North Senate Avenue 
Room N758 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2216 (317) 232-3166 FAX: (317) 232-0238 

Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E. 
Division Administrator, Indiana 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Dear Mr. Tally: 

January 26, 2007 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Karl B. Browning, Commissioner 

On November 22, 2006, former INDOT Commissioner, Thomas Sharp, informed you of 
Governor Mitch Daniels' decision to discontinue consideration of tolling options for the 1-69 
Evansville-to-Indianapolis project. The decision to withdraw the tolling option proposal took 
into account a review of the data, analysis and conclusions in the Reevaluation, together with the 
public comments received on the Reevaluation. With the withdrawal of the toll options, INDOT 
recommended that the Tier 1 Reevaluation report not be finalized, and that the Tier 2 studies 
continue as previously contemplated under the Tier 1 Record of Decision (the "ROD"). In your 
December 1, 2006, response to INDOT, you accepted the conclusion that there was no longer a 
need to finalize the Tier I Reevaluation or to issue an amended ROD to address the tolling 
issues. However, you did ask INDOT to consider all comments received on the Tier I 
Reevaluation report and to respond to those comments as appropriate. 

In the attached Report, INDOT has completed a review of all comments submitted on the 
Tier I Reevaluation, several of which requested preparation of a Tier 1 Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). We also have reviewed any other comments submitted 
since the Tier 1 ROD was issued in which commenter's have requested a Tier 1 SEIS. We have 
addressed all of these comments in the enclosed Report. The Report serves two purposes: (1) it 
reviews and addresses all comments on the Reevaluation, and (2) it reviews and addresses all 
requests for a Tier 1 SEIS. Copies of the comments addressed in the Report are contained in a 
CD attached to the Report. 

As the Report demonstrates, a majority of the requests for a Tier 1 SEIS are based on the 
previously contemplated use of tolls to fund construction of the project. Because there is no 
longer any plan to impose a toll on the use of the highway to fund construction, the Report 
concludes that requests to supplement the Tier 1 FEIS based on impacts likely to result from the 
imposition of a toll are now moot and require no further discussion. Other requests for 
supplementation, particularly requests based on additional information gathered, as part of the 
Tier 2 studies, about the presence of the Indiana Bat in the project area and the newly designated 
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Patoka Bridges Historic District, are summarized, discussed, and evaluated to determine if the 
information triggers a requirement to supplement the Tier 1 EIS. 

Based on our analysis of the comments received, when tested against FHW A's NEP A 
regulations governing supplementation of an EIS (23 C.F.R. § 771.130), INDOT recommends 
that FHW A issue a determination that no supplementation of the Tier 1 EIS is required. We also 
have provided recommendations for addressing various issues raised in the Reevaluation 
comments as part of the ongoing Tier 2 studies for the 1-69 project. We are seeking your 
concurrence in all recommendations contained in the enclosed Report. 

My staff and project consultants stand ready to discuss the content of the comments and 
the analysis in the Report that supports this recommended course of action. Again, I deeply 
appreciate all of effort put forth by you, our Federal partner, in this important transportation 
project. We look forward to continuing progress on making 1-69 between Evansville and 
Indianapolis a reality. 

Sincerely, 

Karl B. Browning 
Commissioner 



Responses to Comments on the Tier 1 Reevaluation 
for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 

and 

Response to Requests for Preparation of a Tier 1 Supplemental EIS 

I. Introduction 

In June 2006, FHWA and INDOT issued a Tier 1 Reevaluation Report for the I-69 Evansville-to
Indianapolis project. The main purpose ofthe Reevaluation was to address the potential 
significance of INDOT's proposal to consider tolling I-69. In addition to tolling, the 
Reevaluation also addressed three "other issues" that involved potential clarifications to, or 
changes in, the Tier 1 decision. These issues were discussed in Chapter 7 of the Reevaluation. 

The majority of the agency and public comments on the Reevaluation raised concerns related to 
tolling I-69. Some of the comments on the Reevaluation addressed the three "other issues" that 
had been covered in Chapter 7 of the Reevaluation. In addition, there were many comments that 
addressed issues beyond the scope of the Reevaluation; many of these comments raised concerns 
that had previously been addressed in the Tier 1 study, or raised issues that are currently being 
considered as part of the ongoing Tier 2 studies. 

Several of the comments on the Reevaluation contended that a Tier 1 Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) should be prepared, or that the Tier 1 study should in 
some way be "re-opened," in order to address changes associated with tolling or other issues. In 
addition, comments have been submitted at various times during the Tier 2 studies (in addition to 
comments on the Reevaluation) urging FHW A and INDOT to prepare a Tier 1 SEIS. 

This report summarizes and respond to issues raised in comments on the Reevaluation. This 
report also addresses comments (regardless of when they were received) that have called for 
preparation of a Tier 1 SEIS, and concludes that there has been no new information, changed 
circumstances, or changes in the project that would require preparation of a Tier 1 SEIS. Copies 
of the comments addressed in this Report are contained in the attached CD. 

II. Background 

The Tier 1 Reevaluation Report was issued in June 2006. While regulations do not require an 
opportunity for review and comments, FHW A and INDOT provided a 30-day comment period 
on the report and held three public information meetings. 

Approximately 92 comments on the Tier 1 Reevaluation Report were received during the 
comment period, which extended from the availability of the Reevaluation on June 23, 2006 
through July 24, 2006. Agencies and other government entities submitting comments included: 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and the Monroe County Board of Supervisors. Organizations and groups submitting 



comments included: the Environmental Law and Policy Center of the Midwest (on behalf of 
several organizations). In addition, numerous individuals also submitted comments. 

III. Responses to Comments on Tier 1 Reevaluation 

The comments on the Reevaluation will be addressed in 4 categories, as follows: 

a) tolling; 
b) "other issues" (non-toll-related) presented in Chapter 7 of the Reevaluation; 
c) the public involvement process for the Reevaluation; and 
d) issues not addressed in the Reevaluation. 

A. Tolling Issues 

The large majority of the comments received on the Reevaluation address the analysis of toll 
financing for I-69. Principal topics cited in these comments included: 

• Toll rate and toll technology assumptions 
• Project transportation and economic benefits 
• Traffic impacts 
• Traffic modeling 

Public comments on tolling also were received outside of the comment period for the 
Reevaluation. At least two of these (letter from Indiana State Representative Ralph Foley, dated 
December 20, 2005, forwarding an analysis by constituents; e-mail from John Smith to FHWA, 
dated March 2, 2006) suggested that the consideration of tolled alternatives for the I-69 project 
would require reopening the Tier I study. 

As documented in then-INDOT Commissioner Thomas Sharp's letter ofNovember 22, 2006 to 
FHW A Division Administrator Robert Tally, Governor Daniels has announced that I-69 will be 
developed as a non-toll interstate between Evansville and Indianapolis. Toll financing no longer 
will be considered as part of the I-69 funding package. Since tolled alternatives no longer are 
being considered for the I-69 project, any comments on tolling-related issues are now moot. 
Accordingly, no further response is needed for these comments. 

B. "Other Issues" in Chapter 7 ofthe Reevaluation 

Three issues unrelated to tolling were presented in Chapter 7 (Other Issues) ofthe Reevaluation. 
These issues all involved some potential clarification of, or change to, the decision issued in the 
Tier I ROD. These issues were: 

• Interchanges and access roads located outside the approved corridor; 
• Consideration of an interchange at the Greene/Monroe County line; and 
• Consideration of a potential reduction in the length of the crossing of the Patoka River 

floodplain. 



An assumption underlying the Reevaluation was that any consideration of toll-funding options in 
the Tier 2 studies would first require approval in an Amended Tier 1 ROD. The Reevaluation 
indicated the "other issues" discussed in Chapter 7 of the Reevaluation would also be addressed 
in any Amended Tier 1 ROD issued on the toll funding issue. It should be noted that none of 
these "other" non-toll related issues themselves required the issuance of an Amended Tier 1 
ROD. Rather, it was assumed that these issues would have been addressed as points of 
clarification in a document that was being issued for other reasons. As discussed below, these 
issues now can be addressed by including appropriate documentation in the FHW A project file. 

1. Interchanges and Access Roads Located Beyond the Tier 1 Corridor 

The Tier 1 ROD approved a corridor of varying width (generally 2,000 feet wide), and stated that 
alignments would be developed within the approved corridor in Tier 2 studies. The Tier 1 ROD 
also reserved the flexibility to consider alignments outside the approved corridor during Tier 2, if 
necessary in order to avoid impacts within the corridor. (Tier 1 ROD at§ 2.3.5). The Tier 1 
ROD did not specifically address the issue of whether ancillary facilities, such as access roads or 
interchange ramps, might extend beyond the reserved corridor. 

As the Tier 2 studies have proceeded, it has become evident that the some features of the 
alternatives (such as interchanges, access roads, and frontage roads) would need to extend 
beyond the approved corridor, in order to allow the flexibility to shift the mainline ofl-69 within 
the corridor. Requiring all features to be contained entirely within the corridor, as was done in 
the Tier 1 EIS in order to develop a "working alignment" the corridor, would effectively restrict 
the mainline footprint to the very middle of the approved corridor, thereby eliminating the 
flexibility needed to minimize environmental impacts. In addition, it would be impossible to 
include all of the necessary access roads and other ancillary improvements entirely within the 
corridor. Therefore, for purposes of the Tier 2 studies, an alternative has been considered to be 
"within" the approved corridor as long as the mainline of the alternative is located within the 
corridor; access roads, interchange ramps, and other elements have been allowed to extend 
beyond the corridor. In turn, each of these features will be further analyzed in detail within the 
Tier 2 study itself. 

To address this issue, Chapter 7.1 of the Tier 1 Reevaluation stated that: 

Accordingly, as part of the Amended Tier 1 ROD, a clarification will be 
provided which states that the requirement to remain within the corridor 
selected in Tier 1 applies to the mainline of alternatives studied in Tier 2. 
All impacts associated with interchanges, grade separations, and 
frontage/access roads will be calculated and considered as an impact of 
that alternative, but the Tier 1 Amended ROD would clarify that these 
facilities could extend beyond the corridor. In addition, the flexibility will 
continue to exist to consider mainline alternatives outside the selected 
corridor to avoid significant impacts within the selected corridor. 

Reevaluation, p. 104. 



The approach proposed in the Reevaluation is consistent with the intent of the Tier 1 ROD. As 
stated in the Tier 1 ROD, the alternatives analysis in Tier 2 will continue to focus on alternatives 
within the selected corridor; and it will include a range of alternatives for the mainline within 
that corridor. The very nature of such an analysis includes consideration of alternatives located 
close to the edge of the corridor, which in turn involves consideration of alternatives with some 
design elements that extend beyond the corridor. Allowing the flexibility to consider elements 
that extend beyond the corridor actually helps fulfill the Tier 1 commitment to undertake a robust 
analysis of alternative routes for the project within the approved corridor. 

Moreover, the environmental analysis in the Tier 1 study was not confined to the approved 
corridor. Rather, the Tier 1 study area (known as a "study band") was 2 miles wide and included 
not only the selected corridor, but also areas along each side of the corridor. Thus, the areas 
potentially impacted by access roads and other features were fully studied and considered as part 
of the Tier 1 EIS. The "study band" for each Tier 1 alternative, including the selected 
alternative, is shown in the Tier 1 FEIS, Volume III, Environmental Atlas. 

Lastly, the Tier 1 ROD allows the entire alignment to be shifted outside the approved corridor, 
which obviously would involve a much greater change than simply allowing some elements to be 
located outside the corridor (while the mainline remains within the corridor.) By allowing the 
entire alignment to be shifted outside the corridor, the Tier 1 ROD by implication allowed 
features associated with the mainline alternative to be placed outside the corridor in connection 
with the project. 

None of the comments on the Tier 1 Reevaluation addressed this issue, nor has INDOT received 
any other comments on this issue. 

Based on the foregoing, INDOT is seeking FHWA 's written concurrence that Tier 2 alternatives 
can be considered "within" the approved corridor as long as the mainline of the alternative is 
located within the corridor. This clarification would confirm that interchange ramps, access 
roads, and other features associated with a mainline alternative can be located outside the 
corridor. 

2. New Terrain Interchanges in Southwest Monroe County 

The Tier 1 FEIS included a commitment that "[n]o interchange will be provided [on 1-69] in 
Monroe County where 1-69 is on new alignment." (FEIS, Sec. 7.3.14). This commitment was 
included in the Tier 1 FEIS as a measure to minimize impacts on water resources in karst terrain, 
by limiting access to 1-69 and thereby discouraging induced development. This commitment was 
made in response to comments by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A) 
on the Tier 1 DEIS, expressing concern about the effects of secondary development in regions 
with high numbers of karst features. The Tier 1 ROD did not specifically re-state this 
commitment, but incorporated by reference commitments made in the Tier 1 FEIS. (Tier 1 ROD 
at§ 2.2). 

During the on-going Tier 2 study for Section 4, several local officials and stakeholders requested 
consideration of an interchange at 1-69 and SR 45 near the Monroe/Greene County line. In 



response to those comments, INDOT initiated discussions with environmental agencies about 
possibly considering such an interchange in the Tier 2 EIS for Section 4. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has expressed concerns about such an interchange, noting that- by providing 
better access - it could have the effect of spurring additional development in karst terrain, which 
in turn could have impacts on the endangered Indiana bat. 

To address this issue, Chapter 7.2 of the Reevaluation stated that: 

Accordingly, it is FHWA's intention, as part of an Amended Tier 1 ROD, 
to insert a clarification. This clarification will provide that an interchange 
may be situated near the Monroe/Greene County line which may have 
part of its footprint within Monroe County. However, such an interchange 
would provide access only to and from Greene County, and would not 
provide access directly to the local road system in Monroe County. If this 
County Line interchange were built, as least one of the Tier 1 proposed 
interchanges in southeast Greene County (at SR 45 and/or SR 58) would 
not be built. 

The Tier 1 Amended ROD would not actually make the decision to 
provide an interchange at the Greene/Monroe County line or to eliminate 
one of the proposed Tier 1 interchanges in eastern Greene County. It 
would simply allow for consideration in Tier 2 of an alternative that 
includes the interchange at the Greene/Monroe County line and 
eliminates one of the proposed interchanges in eastern Greene County. 
The decision about whether to select this interchange alternative would 
be made in the Tier 2 study for Section 4. 

Reevaluation, p. 105. 

Several comments on the Reevaluation addressed this proposed clarification. They included the 
following: 

• The U.S. Department of the Interior (US Fish and Wildlife Service) objected to this 
interchange and asked that it be withdrawn from further consideration. These comments 
were made due to the potential of such an interchange to have impacts to caves in this 
area which are "very important" to the survival and recovery of the Indiana bat. 

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) asked that FHW A and INDOT 
fully evaluate interchange options in southwestern Monroe County and eastern Greene 
County that avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive karst geology, associated water 
resources, and protected species habitat. It did not either support or object to the 
specific proposal for an interchange at the Monroe/Greene County Line. 

• The Monroe County Board of Commissioners expressed its support for an interchange 
in this location, citing improved accessibility and emergency response concerns. It 



regarded an interchange at this location as consistent with previous commitments 
regarding construction in karst areas. 

• The Environmental Law and Policy Center of the Midwest (ELPC) filed comments on 
behalf of several groups stating that this proposed interchange (along with a proposed 
modification to the commitment regarding the Patoka floodplain - see following topic) 
would require INDOT and FHW A to undertake a supplemental Tier 1 EIS. It stated 
"These two changes are likely to cause significant environmental impacts, and INODT 
should measure and report on them during Tier I before alternative corridors are 
eliminated from further consideration. Simply mentioning them in the context of a 
Reevaluation is insufficient to meet NEPA requirements to perform a supplemental 
EIS." 

After the comment period on the Reevaluation, the USFWS issued a Revised Programmatic 
Biological Opinion (Revised BO), dated August 24, 2006, for the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
project. The Revised BO acknowledges that an interchange is being considered on SR 45 at the 
Greene/Monroe county line, as an alternative to an interchange in Greene County at SR 54: 

INDOT is considering an interchange in far eastern Green County along 
the Greene and Monroe County line in Section 4. This interchange 
would include a 1-mile long connector road to SR 45, which would be 
developed with limited-access right-of-way to preclude development 
along it. In the original Tier 1 studies, there was no interchange proposed 
at this location. Rather, one was proposed at SR 54 to the south in 
Greene County. According to INDOT, traffic volumes and community 
interest have prompted the investigation of an interchange location 
change north and east towards Monroe County. This location is in a karst 
area as was the original SR 54 interchange location. A Conservation 
Measure included in the original Tier 1 BA [Biological Assessment] 
stated "Efforts have been made to limit interchanges in karst areas, 
thereby limited access and discouraging secondary growth and impacts. 
In Tier 2, further consideration will be given to limiting the location and 
number of interchanges in karst areas." Information on the potential 
impacts and changes in traffic in the vicinity ofhibemacula as a result of 
this newly proposed interchange are discussed in further detail on page 
88 ofthe BA Addendum [which was submitted by FHWA to USFWS 
prior to issuance of the Revised BO]. If an interchange is built along the 
County line, then an interchange would not be built at SR 54. 

Revised BO, p. 29. 

Based on this information, the USFWS assumed for purposes of its analysis in the Revised BO 
that the project may include an interchange on SR 45 at the Greene/Monroe County line. (See 
Revised BO, pp. 36, 85). In part because of this information, the Revised BO concluded that the 
1-69 project would increase the risk of development in the vicinity oflndiana bat hibemacula, 
which in tum could result in an increased risk of vandalism oflndiana bat hibemacula (caves). 



However, the USFWS concluded that "it is extremely unlikely (i.e., discountable) that 1-69 
would cause an increased risk of someone physically altering or vandalizing unprotected caves to 
the degree that they would no longer remain suitable habitat." (Revised BO, p. 85). The 
USFWS then concluded that "it is still the Service's biological opinion that Alternative 3C ofl-
69 from Evansville to Indianapolis, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the Indiana bat, and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify its designated 
Critical Habitat." (Revised BO, p. 98) 

As the USFWS notes in its Revised BO, both of these interchanges are located in karst terrain. 
These interchange locations are being considered in Tier 2 in close coordination with 
environmental resource agencies, including the USFWS. The potential impacts of such an 
interchange will be further examined in a Tier 2 Biological Assessment (BA), which will be 
submitted to the USFWS pursuant to the Revised BO. An interchange at the Greene/Monroe 
County line will be selected in Tier 2 only if USFWS re-affirms its finding in the Revised BO 
that the project, with this interchange, would not jeopardize the Indiana bat and would not 
~A,w~~v ,mQJiJfY,Qrs;l~~Qv Us..~JJ~~j~ h1l.biPJt. 

Finally, the specific location of interchanges was left to be developed as part of the Tier 2 
process. While the final location and number of interchanges established as a result of the Tier 2 
studies will be subject to commitments made in the Tier 1 EIS and ROD, the ROD contemplated 
sufficient flexibility in the process to allow for modifications to commitments. The potential 
change of the location of an interchange, if supported by sufficient justification and study of 
environmental impacts at the Tier 2 level, is not, in itself, sufficient reason to cause 
supplementation of the Tier 1 analysis and decision. 

Based on the foregoing, INDOT is seeking FHWA 's written concurrence that an interchange can 
be considered in Tier 2 at the Greene/Monroe County line, as an alternative to an interchange 
on SR 54 farther south in Greene County. This shift in an interchange location would be 
considered in Tier 2 only insofar as it is permissible under the terms of the USFWS's Revised 
BO. Because both possible interchange locations are located in karst terrain, an interchange at 
the Green/Monroe County line would not result in significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the Tier 1 EIS. 

3. Commitment to Bridge the Patoka River Floodplain 

Section 7.3.8 of the Tier 1 FEIS contained the commitment to bridge the entire Patoka River 
floodplain. This commitment was made to preserve wildlife habitat along the Patoka River, as 
well as to avoid wetlands impacts. 

Chapter 7.2 of the Reevaluation stated that "it may be possible to achieve the purposes of the 
Tier 1 mitigation commitment without bridging the entire Patoka River floodplain. Accordingly, 
FHW A may, as part of any Amended Tier 1 ROD, modify the commitment to bridge the Patoka 
floodplain to allow for consideration in Tier 2 of a shorter bridge at the Patoka River. FHW A 
will consult with the USFWS and other regulatory agencies before deciding whether to make this 
change in the Amended Tier 1 ROD." (Reevaluation, p. 106). 



Several comments on the Reevaluation, including a comment from the USFWS, objected to any 
change in the commitment to bridge the entire Patoka River floodplain. Based upon those 
comments, as well as coordination with review agencies, especially the USFWS, INDOT has 
agreed to maintain the commitment to bridge the entire Patoka River floodplain. No further 
consideration will be given to modifying this commitment. Therefore, INDOT is not asking 
FHWA to take any action at this time regarding the crossing of the Patoka River floodplain. 

C. Comments on the Public Involvement Process 

There is no requirement for public dissemination of a Reevaluation. Also, there are no 
requirements for a formal public comment period or public meetings. However, given the level 
of public interest in this project, INDOT and FHW A provided a one month public comment 
period on the Reevaluation, and held three public information meetings shortly after the release 
of the Reevaluation. Copies ofthe Reevaluation also were posted on the project web site. 

Several comments were received objecting to the length of the comment period, as well as to the 
location and timing of the public information meetings. These comments expressed the overall 
point that there would be inadequate opportunities for public input, or that INDOT was 
discouraging public input. 

The public involvement process for the Reevaluation exceeded the applicable legal requirements. 
In addition, all comments received on the Reevaluation have been reviewed and considered by 
INDOT and FHW A. As noted above, the majority of the comments addressed the issue of 
tolling, which has become moot because oflNDOT's decision to proceed with 1-69 as a non-toll 
project. The remainder of the comments have been considered and addressed in this document. 

D. Comments on Issues Not Addressed in the Reevaluation 

A number of comments were received during the comment period on the Reevaluation that were 
not pertinent to any portion of the Reevaluation. Some of these comments raised issues that had 
been previously considered and addressed in the Tier I NEP A process. Other comments are 
pertinent to ongoing Tier 2 studies, and will be considered in the Tier 2 EIS documents. These 
two categories of comments are summarized and addressed below. 

1. Issues Previously Considered in Tier 1 Studies 

A number of comments raised issues which previously were considered in the Tier I study. 
These comments are summarized as follows: 

The highway would unacceptably change the nature of Southwest Indiana. Undesirable 
changes would include sprawl, loss of farmland, increases in crime, increases in noise, 
divide communities, change the nature of the countryside, and hurt Amish communities. 

• Insufficient consideration was given to the No-Build Alternative in Tier I. 



• Cost-benefit analysis for the overall 1-69 project should have been completed. 

• The Tier I decision did not adequatelyconsider public input. 

• The Tier I Purpose and Need analysis was flawed. Specifics included freight 
movements, travel between Evansville and Indianapolis, future fuel prices and 
availability, economic benefits, and job creation. 

• Other fiscal priorities are higher. Funding would better be used on public transportation, 
education, and other state funding priorities. 

• Various environmental impacts should have been given greater weight. Some 
commenters expressed concerns about impacts to multiple environmental resources. 
These included impacts to forests, wildlife, karst, fauna, historic resources, aquifers, and 
various urban areas. 

• Objections to selection of Alternative 3C. Some commenters, including the USFWS, 
reiterated their preference for Alternative 1 (improving US 41 and I-70) over Alternative 
3C. The preference for Alternative 1 was based largely on its lower cost and impacts. 

For the most part, these comments reiterated concerns that had been raised and addressed in the 
Tier 1 study. Two specific issues that warrant specific consideration are: (1) the USFWS's 
Restatement of its preference for Alternative 1, and (2) the ELPC' s request for a cost-benefit 
analysis for the project. 

• Alternative 1. The USFWS stated in its comment letter on the Reevaluation that the 
Service "believes that selection of Alternative 1 would best fulfill FHW A's responsibility 
to use its authorities to conserve endangered and threatened species as set forth in Section 
7(a)(1) ofthe Endangered Species Act." Section 7(a)(1) imposes a duty on federal 
agencies to take actions that promote the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species; however, agencies have discretion to determine how to carry out this 
responsibility. Consistent with that obligation, FHW A proposed "Conservation 
Measures" pursuant to Section 7(a)(1) in its original Biological Assessment (BA) for the 
I-69 Evansville-to-Indianapolis project, which was submitted in 2003. The FHWA 
updated those Conservation Measures in its March 2006 Addendum to that BA. In 
August 2006, after submitting its comment letter on the Reevaluation, the USFWS issued 
a Revised Tier 1 BO for the entire project. The Revised BO incorporated all ofFHWA's 
proposed Conservation Measures, and expressed no objections to those measures. In 
fact, the USFWS incorporated those measures into the proposed action and required 
compliance with those measures as a condition of the Revised BO. Thus, while the 
USFWS has continued to express its preference for Alternative 1, the USFWS also has 
made clear its Revised BO that it continues to consider Alternative 3C as acceptable 
under the terms of the Endangered Species Act. 

• Cost-Benefit Analysis. In its comment letter on the Reevaluation, ELPC, relying on a 
federal court decision that predates the Tier 1 ROD, claims that any decision to impose a 



toll on 1-69 must be subjected to a "complete cost benefit analysis .... " Given that 
ELPC's request for a complete cost benefit analysis is premised on the now-withdrawn 
proposal to use toll revenues to fund the construction of the project, no further response 
to this comment is required. However, even if the toll-funding remained viable, ELPC is 
incorrect in its assertion that NEP A requires a cost benefit analysis. The Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations make it clear that a cost-benefit analysis is 
optional in an environmental impact statement. See 40 CFR 1502.23. ("For purposes of 
complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various 
alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be 
when there are important qualitative considerations.") The court decision cited by ELPC 
does not contradict this regulation. Nothing in ELPC's comments provides any basis for 
requiring a cost-benefit analysis to be conducted for the 1-69 Evansville-to-Indianapolis 
project. 

2. Issues Being Considered in Tier 2 Studies 

A number of comments on the Reevaluation raised issues that are being considered in the Tier 2 
studies. This section summarizes those comments and explains how they are being addressed in 
the Tier 2 studies. 

• Air Quality. Many comments related to changes in air quality designations since the Tier 
1 ROD was signed in March 2004. The Tier 1 EIS considered Air Quality impacts at the 
appropriate level of detail. As recommended by the U.S. EPA, these issues will be 
considered in the Tier 2 studies for all applicable sections, particularly Section 1, 2, 4 
and 6, which include air quality non-attainment areas. 

• Bicycle Transportation. Comments cited the need for consideration of bicycle 
transportation in the Bloomington area. The Tier 1 EIS considered impacts to bicycle 
transportation in the Bloomington area at an appropriate level of detail. These comments 
will be considered in Tier 2 Sections 4 and 5, which include Bloomington. 

• Cost Estimates. Comments cited the need to update the cost estimates provided in the 
Tier 1 FEIS. These comments will be considered in all Tier 2 sections, which will 
provided updated cost estimates for all sections. 

• Design Features. One specific comment was raised regarding a safety feature (cable 
barrier separators in freeway medians). This comment will be considered, as 
appropriate, in all Tier 2 sections. Afinal determination about these features will be 
made during the design process following the conclusion ofNEPA. 

• Indianapolis Area/Perry Township. Several comments were raised regarding the effects 
ofl-69 on commercial activities, residential areas and emergency access in the Perry 
Township area. Concerns also were raised about the issue of state legislation and its 
requirement for additional legislative concurrence to locate 1-69 in Perry Township. 
These issues will be considered in the Tier 2 study for Section 6, which includes Perry 
Township .. 



• Historic Properties. One commenter noted that a new historic district has been 
designated in the Patoka area since the Tier 1 ROD was issued. The commenter 
mentioned this district as a reason to re-open the Tier 1 study. The Patoka Bridges 
Historic District was recognized as a potential district in the Tier 1 study and was 
assumed eligible for the National Register in that study. It was formally designated as 
a historic district during the Tier 2 study. This historic district is being considered as 
appropriate in the Tier 2 study for Section 2, which includes the Patoka area. 

• Karst Impacts. Comments were received about the need to address impacts to karst 
features, and mitigation costs associated with karst features. Karst features were 
considered at the appropriate level of detail in the Tier 1 EIS. These issues will be 
considered in greater detail as part ofthe Tier 2 studies for Sections 4 and 5, which 
include karst features. 

• Noise Impacts. One comment was received regarding noise impacts where I-69 joins the 
existing SR 37 footprint. Noise impacts were considered at the appropriate level of detail 
in the Tier 1 EIS. This issue will be considered in greater detail in the Tier 2 studies for 
Sections 4 and 5, which include the section where 1-69 joins SR 37. 

• Tax Base. Comments were received that land used for I-69 will be removed from the tax 
roles and adversely affect the local property tax base. This issue will be considered as 
appropriate in the Tier 2 studies for all Sections. 

• Traffic Impacts. Comments were received regarding the potential for increased traffic, 
congestion, and the resulting effects upon public services. Traffic impacts were 
considered at the appropriate level of detail in the Tier 1 EIS. Traffic impacts will be 
considered in greater detail as part of the Tier 2 studies for all Sections. 

• Water Quality. One comment was received about the potential impact ofl-69 on 
groundwater drinking supplies in southern Marion County. Water quality impacts were 
considered at the appropriate level of detail in the Tier 1 EIS. Specific impacts on ground 
water drinking supplies in southern Marion County will be considered at the appropriate 
level of detail in the Tier 2 study for Section 6, which includes Marion County. 

IV. Basis for Preparing Tier 1 Supplemental EIS 

Some of the public comments on the Reevaluation claimed that FHWA is required to prepare a 
Tier 1 Supplemental EIS. (None of the agencies made this comment.) The public commenters 
who requested a Tier 1 SEIS included: 

• ELPC. Comments filed by ELPC on behalf of several groups stated that a Tier 1 SEIS 
should be prepared because of the consideration of I -69 as a potential toll road. ELPC 
also claimed an a Tier 1 SEIS was needed in order to address (1) a potential interchange 
at the Greene/Monroe County line and (2) a potential reduction in the length of the 



Patoka River floodplain crossing. The ELPC comments did not mention the Indiana bat 
issue as a basis for preparing a Tier 1 SEIS. 

• COUNT US! Comments submitted by COUNT US! cited several reasons to "return to 
Tier 1 ," which could be construed as calling for a Tier 1 SEIS. The group stated that: 

"These comments have been directed at the Re Evaluation of Tier 1 for 
tolling, but in fact the Tier 1 purpose and need section of the Evansville 
to Indianapolis I-69 or Toll 69 needs to return to Tier 1 for reasons of 
other major changes too. . . . The funding available for infrastructure has 
been changed, more endangered Indiana bats than expected have been 
identified along existing SR37, a new historic district has been 
recognized federally at the Gibson! Pike County Line, air quality 
standards have been tightened." 

To determine whether any of these comments warrant preparation of an SEIS, the factors 
mentioned by these commenters have been individually reviewed. The results of this review are 
set forth below. 

Tolling 

Several commenters contended that consideration ofi-69 as a toll road fundamentally alters the 
comparison of alternatives and requires re-opening the Tier 1 study. For example, some of the 
comments noted that imposition of a toll would change traffic patterns, indirect impacts and 
affect the air quality. Some comments suggested that because ofthe decrease in the amount of 
use, other alternatives could provide greater benefits. Because FHW A and INDOT have 
discontinued consideration of 1-69 as a toll road, consideration of any toll-related changes in 
impacts, such as traffic patterns, indirect impacts and air quality, is now moot. The existing 
analysis of these issues as contained in the Tier 1 EIS remains valid. 

Indiana Bat Maternity Colonies 

One commenter cited the fact that field surveys conducted during Tier 2 identified additional 
Indiana bat maternity colonies along the selected corridor. The commenter represented that the 
study needed to "return to Tier 1" to consider this additional information. This information was 
developed through field surveys that were specifically required under the terms of the original 
Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO), dated December 3, 2003, for this project. Those studies, as 
expected, identify a number of maternity roosting colonies. FHW A and INDOT then prepared 
an Addendum to the Tier 1 Biological Assessment (Tier 1 BA Addendum), which analyzed in 
great detail how this new information affects the conclusions reached in the previous Tier 1 
analysis of possible impacts to the species. FHW A and INDOT also used the new information to 
refine the proposed mitigation measures for the Indiana bat. 

The USFWS then issued its Revised Tier 1 BO, dated August 24, 2006 for this project. In the 
Revised BO, the USFWS stated that "it is still the Service's biological opinion that Alternative 
3C of 1-69 from Evansville to Indianapolis, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued 



existence of the Indiana bat, and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify its designated 
Critical Habitat." (p. 98) Nothing in the comment indicates that the type of impacts to the 
Indiana Bat is expected to be different from the impacts previously analyzed and considered in 
the Tier 1 EIS. Also, nothing in the USFWS's Revised BO indicates that the new information 
about the number and location of the Indiana bats within the Tier 1 study area for Alternative 3C 
presents a materially different type of impact than was previously considered in the Tier 1 EIS. 
In fact, USFWS's finding in the Revised Tier 1 BO confirms that, while more detailed 
information has been developed, it has been appropriately addressed, and it does not materially 
alter the conclusions reached in the Tier 1 EIS regarding the project's potential impacts on the 
Indiana bat. Moreover, this new information will be used in the Tier 2 studies of the several 
sections of the project, and will inform both the decisionmaker and the public of the reasonably 
foreseeable impacts likely to occur from the project. 

Patoka Bridges Historic District 

One commenter cited the recently designated Patoka Bridges Historic District near the Gibson
Pike County Line as a basis for requiring a Tier 1 SEIS. In fact, this historic district was 
formally designated after the Tier 1 study, but its existence was well-recognized and its basic 
features well-understood at the time of that study. The Tier 1 FEIS specifically assumed that this 
district was eligible for the National Register. It stated on page 8-115, "For the purposes of this 
Tier 1 EIS and per consultation with the SHPO, the bridges and the small segment of roadway 
connecting them will be considered a single potentially eligible historic property." 

Using this information, FHWA and INDOT ensured in Tier 1 that the selected corridor avoided 
this potential district. Subsequently, the district was formally listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places. The boundary established for the new district in the National Register is 
consistent with the general location assumed in Tier 1; it remains outside the selected corridor 
for the project. Thus, while there has been a change in its legal status, the designation itself does 
not present any new information that materially affects the development of alternatives in the 
vicinity of this historic district. Moreover, the designation of this area as an historic district is 
not "new" information of the type that would require reconsideration of the corridor as a whole. 
Analysis of this resource as part of the Tier 2 process, will result in a final determination of 
potential impacts to district and steps needed to avoid or minimize harm to the resource. 

Air Quality Standards 

One commenter cited the "tightening" of air quality standards as a reason to return to the Tier 1 
study. Presumably, this commenter was referring to the adoption of a National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (NAAQS) for fine particular matter, which is known as PM 2.5, and the 
designation of several counties as non-attainment areas for PM 2.5 in southwestern Indiana. The 
U.S. EPA, which oversees compliance with the Clean Air Act, and also is responsible for 
reviewing other agencies' compliance with NEPA, has submitted comments to FHW A stating 
that the new PM 2.5 standards should be addressed as part of the Tier 2 studies. 

The approach recommended by EPA is logical and appropriate. Air quality standards and air 
quality conditions change frequently; the designation of new non-attainment areas frequently 



occurs during the NEP A process for highway projects. The appropriate action in such 
circumstances is to ensure that the project complies with the new, stricter requirements. Because 
that approach will be followed here, the new air quality requirements provide no basis for 
preparing an SEIS. 

Green/Monroe County Line Interchange 

The consideration of a potential interchange at the Greene/Monroe County line was cited by one 
commenter as a reason to prepare an SEIS. As noted earlier, this interchange is considered 
sensitive because of its location in a karst area in southwestern Monroe County. The 
consideration of this interchange location does not significantly alter the impacts associated with 
the selected corridor as a whole. First, this interchange is being considered as an alternative to 
another interchange (at SR 54 farther south in Greene County), which is also located in karst 
topography. Secondly, the impacts ofthis potential new interchange have been thoroughly 
analyzed by the USFWS, which has issued a Revised Biological Opinion affirming that the 
project still meets the required "no jeopardy" standard under the Endangered Species Act even if 
this interchange is included. This interchange will continue to be studied as an alternative in Tier 
2. In fact, preliminary Tier 2 studies indicate that an interchange at this location may reduce 
traffic on other state routes, thereby eliminating or reducing the need to upgrade those routes, 
which in tum will reduce impacts to karst features. 

FHW A and INDOT would not place an interchange in this location if the USFWS determines 
(based on Tier 2 level of detail) that this interchange cannot be approved under the terms of the 
Endangered Species Act. Finally, the Tier 1 ROD specifically noted that interchange locations in 
Tier 1 were preliminary and could be modified in Tier 2; the alternative now under consideration 
in the Tier 2 process essentially involves shifting an interchange a few miles, not adding a new 
interchange. Based on all of these factors, this change does not materially alter the conclusions 
reached in Tier 1 and no supplementation of the Tier 1 analysis is needed. 

Crossing of Patoka River Floodplain 

One commenter asserted that a Tier 1 SEIS is needed because of the proposal to consider altering 
the Tier 1 commitment to bridge the entire Patoka River floodplain. After the Tier 1 
Reevaluation was issued, INDOT decided to retain this Tier 1 commitment without modification, 
based on concerns raised by agencies and the public. Since there is no longer any proposal to 
modify that commitment, this comment is now moot. The Tier 1 commitment to cross the entire 
Patoka River floodplain remains fully intact. 

In sum, none of the factors cited in these comments warrant preparation of a Tier 1 SEIS. 
Instead, the factors they cite were already recognized in Tier 1, and simply represent the 
development of more detailed information in Tier 2, as would be expected in any tiered study. 
Therefore, no Tier 1 SEIS is required or appropriate here. 

V. Conclusion 



Most of the comments received on the Reevaluation are with regard to issues which are now 
moot. These include those related to tolled alternatives on 1-69, and the Tier 1 commitment to 
span the Patoka River floodplain. Comments were received on other issues, most of which were 
addressed in Tier 1 studies or are being considered in ongoing Tier 2 studies. Some of the 
commentors stated that the issues identified in their comments necessitated preparation of a Tier 
1 Supplemental EIS. None of these comments provided information about new or significantly 
changed impacts which were not considered or identified in Tier 1. 



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Monday, January 29, 2007 8:21 AM

To: 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'Babey, Amy S LRL'; 'RANDOLPH, JASON'; 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood

Subject: I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on February 9, 2007

Page 1 of 1

1/29/2007

Dear Christie, Amy, Jason, and Andy, 
  
The meeting on February 9, 2007 will be held at the BLA Indianapolis Office starting at 10:00am EDT (Indy time) as 
identified in the earlier invitation. 
  
The goal of this meeting is to decide on the proposed mitigation for impacts to wetlands, streams, and forests in terms of 
amount, type, and proposed site locations. 
  
After this meeting is over, the I-69 project team would like to have an agreement with the agencies on the above listed 
items.  This is very crucial to remaining on our current schedule (especially in Section 1).   
  
If there are other individuals from your agency that you feel would be beneficial to coming to a resolution on the above 
listed mitigation items please feel free to invite them to the meeting also.   
  
Please let me know the name and title of the individual if you chose to invite someone else from your agency to this 
meeting.  That way we can be sure to include them on any pre-meeting items that are sent out before this meeting.  
Thank You. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Permitting and Mitigation Manager 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
  
  
  



Carol Hood 

From: Ernst, Dan [dernst@dnr.IN.gov]

Sent: Monday, January 29, 2007 7:20 AM

To: Carol Hood

Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - March 1, 2007 (Indianapolis) 

Page 1 of 2I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - March 1, 2007 (Indianapolis)

2/7/2007

Carol, 
  
Please add Zack Smith to your mailing list.  He is the new environmental review contact for the DNR Division of Forestry. 
Thanks, 
  
Contact information: 
Zack Smith 
Division of Forestry 
402 West Washington Street, Room 296W 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
317-232-4117 
317-233-3863 (fax) 
  
  
Dan Ernst 
www.dnr.in.gov 
  
"By growing trees we enrich the earth and touch the lives of the next generation" 
 

From: Carol Hood [mailto:CHood@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 4:39 PM 
To: Smith, Katie G; morris.patricia@epa.gov; Ernst, Dan; kday@fs.fed.gov; Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov; 
flewis@fs.fed.gov; laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov; Garre Conner; Huffman, Hank; kenney.thomas@epa.gov; 
ellens.newton@epa.gov; Doug.Shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil; amy.s.babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Neyer, Mike; 
RANDOLPH, JASON; Buffington, Matt; Stanifer, Christie; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; Andrew_King@fws.gov; JOHANSON, 
SCOTT; Travis, Rebecca; SULLIVAN, JAMES; Bill_McCoy@fws.gov; Hebenstreit, Jim; Carr, John; Jones, Rick; CLARK, 
DENNIS; melgin.Wendy@epa.gov; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; RATLIFF-ROBERTS, TAMARA; jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; 
Xavier.Montoya@in.usda.gov; David.poynter@navy.mil; Desimone, Anthony; Dumontelle, Jay; 
david.franklin@fhwa.dot.gov; Hilary, Michelle; Seeman, Tom; Lawrence, Ben; Allen, Michelle; Koeppel, Christopher D; 
Drach, Pamela; Leet, Karl; Batta, Nick; Butts, David; Ude, Jim; Gustin, Joseph; Branigin, Susan; Bacone, John; Mroczka, 
Gary; Smith, Steve; Knoke, Kevin; Steckler, Brad; Schmidt, Paul; Burcham, Ronald; Buskirk, Bob; Clark, Rickie; Giller, 
Teresa; Malley, William G.; Ferlo, Albert; Brudis, Karie; Hamm, Amanda; Rearick, Anne; Tomak, Curtis; Abell, Gary; Heil, 
Larry; Kennedy, Mary; Phillabaum, Richard; rwade@qk4.com; joseph.leindecker@jacobs.com; Randy Hancock; 
DPluckebaum@CORRADINO.com; Bruce Hudson; Mary Jo Hamman; Tim N. Miller 
Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; MGrovak@aol.com; Tom Cervone; Nicole Minton; Jason Dupont; Jim Gulick; Jeremy Kieffner; Rusty 
Yeager; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Neal Schroeder; Henry Nodarse; Daniel Townsend; Brian Litherland; Carl Camacho; 
linda@weintrautinc.com; Alice Roberts; dyerenv@yahoo.com; Dominick Romano; Wehner, Jane; Randy Hancock; Lober, 
Tracey; DCleveland@CORRADINO.com; Rray@CORRADINO.com; kallison@CORRADINO.com; barterbery@dlz.com; Jason 
Stone; James Peyton; Kurt Weiss; BHoegh@hntb.com; Vince Bernardin; Harmony Gratzer 
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - March 1, 2007 (Indianapolis)  
 
Hello Everyone!   

Mark your calendars!  This is a “heads-up” that the next Tier 2 I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting will be held on 
Thursday, March 1, 2007.   

The meeting format will be like the last Overall Agency Coordination Meeting held August 1, 2006 in Bloomington, except 
there will not be a tour and the meeting will be held in Indianapolis. 



 
MEETING NOTICE:    

Date:           Thursday, March 1, 2007  

Time:           approximately 9:00 am EST (Indy Time) to 4:45 pm EST  

Location:       Indianapolis (Indiana Gov’t Center South Conference Center) – Room TBD    

 
Formal invitations (including agenda, rsvp cards, location of meeting, etc.) will be sent out in the next few days to your 
agency point of contact.  Please let us know by February 16, 2007 if you and/or others from your agency will be 
attending the meeting.   

 
Thanks,  

Carol  

 
Carol D. Hood  

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates  

6200 Vogel Road  

Evansville, IN 47715  

(812) 479-6200/Fax: (812) 479-6262  

Email:  chood@blainc.com  
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I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

COPY 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Kenneth Westlake 
Chief of NEPA Implementation Section 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency  
77 West Jackson Blvd. – B-19J 
Chicago, IL  60604 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Kenneth Westlake: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Bill McCoy 
Patoka River Nat’l Wildlife 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service  
510 ½ West Morton Street 
Oakland City, IN  47660 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Bill McCoy: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Scott Pruitt 
Field Supervisor, Bloomington Field Office 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service  
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN  47403 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Scott Pruitt: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Ms. Amy Babey 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Louisville District – Box 59 
Louisville, KY  40201 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Ms. Amy Babey: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Kenneth Day 
Hoosier Nat’l Forest, Forest Supervisor  
U. S. Dept. of Agriculture  
811 Constitution Avenue 
Bedford, IN  47421 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Kenneth Day: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Ms. Jane Hardisty 
State Resource Conservationist  
USDA/Natural Resources Conservation Service  
6013 Lakeside Blvd.  
Indianapolis, IN  46278 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Ms. Jane Hardisty: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Ms. Pam Fisher 
Regulatory Ombudsman 
U. S. Dept. of Commerce   
One North Capitol Avenue – Suite 700 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Ms. Pam Fisher: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. David Poynter 
Administrator  
Crane NSWC  
300 Hwy 361 Building 
Crane, IN   47522 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. David Poynter: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Roger Wiebusch 
Chief of Bridge Branch 
2nd Coast Guard District  
1222 Spruce Street 
St. Louis, MO  63103 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Roger Wiebusch: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Ernest Quintana 
Regional Director  
NPS, USDOI  
601 Riverfront Drive 
Omaha, NE  68102 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Ernest Quintana: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Ms. Christie Stanifer  
Fish & Wildlife Office 
Indiana Dept. of Natural Resources  
402 West Washington St. – W273  
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Ms. Christie Stanifer : 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Pat Carroll 
Branch Chief of Drinking Water 
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management  
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Pat Carroll: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Dennis Clark 
Branch Chief of Water Assessment 
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management 
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Dennis Clark: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Ms. Martha Clark-Mettler 
Branch Chief of Planning & Reservation 
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management 
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204  
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Ms. Martha Clark-Mettler: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. Jason Randolph 
Wetland Section  
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management 
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. Jason Randolph: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  



I-69       I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES    

 

 
 
 
January 29, 2007  
 
 
Mr. James Sullivan 
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management  
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, March 1, 2007    
 
Dear Mr. James Sullivan: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, March 1, 2007, and will be held at the 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 8620 East 21st Street (Map enclosed).  A 
tentative agenda is included with this package.  There will be three objectives of the meeting, the first objective 
being to review the Section 1 DEIS comments and substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective will be to 
provide an update on the progress of each of the Tier 2 Sections, and the third objective of the meeting will be to 
discuss the project schedule.    
 
Attached is a list of hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by February 16, 2007 if you and/or 
others from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for lunch, etc.  Please direct 
any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA)  

M. Hilary (INDOT) 
 T. Seeman (INDOT) 

W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
 T. Cervone (BLA)  
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Overall Agency Coordination Meeting 
 

 
TENTATIVE AGENDA  

 
Thursday, March 1, 2007    

9:00 AM to 4:30 PM (EST/Indy Time)   
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center   Indianapolis, IN      

  
 
Morning Session (9:00 AM to 12:10 PM)   
 
 9:00 a.m. – Welcome & Introductions    Tom Seeman/Michelle Hilary (INDOT)  
        Anthony DeSimone (FHWA)  
 
  9:15 a.m. – Project Schedule     Kent Ahrenholtz – PMC PM (BLA)   
 
 9:30 a.m. – Project Status  Section 1  Roger Wade (Qk4)  

Section 2 Joe Leindecker (HWC/Jacobs Civil Team)  
     Section 3  David Pluckebaum (Corradino Group)  
     Section 4  Bruce Hudson (DLZ)  
     Section 5  Mary Jo Hamman (Michael Baker)  
     Section 6  Tim Miller (HNTB)  
  

10:20 a.m. – Section 1 DEIS & Comments    Mike Grovak – PMC Deputy PM (BLA)   
  
 11: 55 a.m. – Open Informal Discussion with Agencies  Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 
Lunch (12:10 PM to 1:20 PM):  Buffet-style      
 
 
Afternoon Session (1:20 PM to 4:30 PM)     
 
 1:20 p.m. – Introduction to Afternoon    Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 1:25 p.m. – Water Resources    Jeremy Kieffner (BLA)   
       Streams and Wetlands, Permitting, and Mitigation  
       Forest Mitigation  
       Questions  
  
 3:10 p.m. – Karst Update:  Section 4 and 5     Jason DuPont (BLA)     
       Questions  
 
      4:10 p.m. – Wrap Up and Additional Questions  
 
 4:30 p.m. – Conclusion      Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)    
 
 
 
 



 
 

I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting  
March 1, 2007, Traffic Management Center, in Indianapolis, IN    

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies with EIS  
 

You are invited to participate in consultation to identify human and natural environmental issues, 
assess effects, and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.  Please complete 
and return this post card and check if you “will” or “will not” be at the meeting and plan on lunch 
by February 16, 2007.  Thank you.  
 

We “will” be at the meeting We “will not” be at the meeting 
Number for Meeting________ 
Number for Lunch_________ 

 

 
Name: _____________________________________________________  
Organization:________________________________________________  
Address: ___________________________________________________  
___________________________________________________________  
Telephone Number: ________________  Fax: ____________________  
E-mail Address: _____________________________________________  
 



P
os

t R
oa

d

21st Street

70465

To

Indiana Department of Transportation
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center

Indiana State Police Post 52

Indy TMC
Post 52

25st Street

INDOT TMC / ISP Post 52
8620 East 21st Street
Indianapolis, IN  46219

INDOT TMC: 317-899-8600
ISP Post 52: 317-899-8522



Indianapolis Hotels:    
  
Comfort Inn East   
2295 N Shadeland Ave  
(317) 359-9999 
 
 

Marriott Center – East  
7202 E 21ST St    
(317) 352-1231    (800) 228-9290   

Hilton Indianapolis North   
8181 N Shadeland Ave   
1-800-445-8667/ 317-849-6668   
 
 

Hampton Inn East   
2311 N Shadeland Ave 
(317) 359-9900 
 

Wyndham Indianapolis    
251 Pennsylvania Pkwy   
(317) 574-4600  
 
 

Holiday Inn Indianapolis East    
6990 East 21st Street 
(317) 359-5341 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Carol Hood 

From: RANDOLPH, JASON [JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2007 7:23 AM

To: Jeremy Kieffner; Stanifer, Christie; Babey, Amy S LRL; Andrew_King@fws.gov

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood

Subject: RE: I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on February 9, 2007

Page 1 of 1

2/7/2007

Jeremy: 
  
I know we discussed a little of this yesterday at your office but if you want to have some kind of agreement between the 
agencies at the conclusion of the meeting then you should probably send a draft or an overview of the mitigation that is 
being proposed so that we have ample time to review and discuss. 
  
See you in a couple of weeks. 
  
Jason Randolph 
IDEM-OWQ 
317-233-0467 
  
  

From: Jeremy Kieffner [mailto:JKieffner@blainc.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2007 9:21 AM 
To: Stanifer, Christie; Babey, Amy S LRL; RANDOLPH, JASON; Andrew_King@fws.gov 
Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood 
Subject: I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on February 9, 2007 
  
Dear Christie, Amy, Jason, and Andy, 
  
The meeting on February 9, 2007 will be held at the BLA Indianapolis Office starting at 10:00am EDT (Indy time) as 
identified in the earlier invitation. 
  
The goal of this meeting is to decide on the proposed mitigation for impacts to wetlands, streams, and forests in terms of 
amount, type, and proposed site locations. 
  
After this meeting is over, the I-69 project team would like to have an agreement with the agencies on the above listed 
items.  This is very crucial to remaining on our current schedule (especially in Section 1).   
  
If there are other individuals from your agency that you feel would be beneficial to coming to a resolution on the above 
listed mitigation items please feel free to invite them to the meeting also.   
  
Please let me know the name and title of the individual if you chose to invite someone else from your agency to this 
meeting.  That way we can be sure to include them on any pre-meeting items that are sent out before this meeting.  
Thank You. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Permitting and Mitigation Manager 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
  
  
  



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2007 11:39 AM

To: 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'tseeman@indot.in.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 'mballen@indot.IN.gov'; 'RANDOLPH, 
JASON'; 'Babey, Amy S LRL'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'jeggen@dnr.in.gov'; 'garra.catherine@epa.gov'; 
'anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'mbuffington@dnr.in.gov'; 'Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov'

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Carol Hood; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Kent Ahrenholtz; Mike Grovak

Subject: Agenda for I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on Friday 02_09_06

Page 1 of 1

2/8/2007

Dear Everyone, 
  
Attached is the agenda for Friday’s (February 9, 2007) I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting to be held at the Bernardin 
Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. – Indianapolis Office at 10:00am EST (9:00am CST) please see attached directions.  
We look forward to see all of you tomorrow. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
  



 
 

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
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Agency Permitting and Mitigation Meeting 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc – Indianapolis Office  

Friday, February 9, 2007 at 10:00 a.m. EST (9:00am CST) 
 
 

 AGENDA 
 
1. Introduction 

a. Welcome  
b. Introductions 
c. Update 
d. Goals 
 

2. Wetland Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Brief description of the impact amounts in Tier 2 Sections 

i. Sections 1 – 4 
ii. Sections 5 - 6 

b. Description of mitigation areas being focused on for wetland mitigation 
i. Sections 1 - 6 

c. Description of proposed mitigation ratios for wetland impacts 
i. Emergent:  2:1 
ii. Scrub/Shrub: 3:1  
iii. Forested:   3:1 or 4:1 
 

3. Forested Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Description of Potential 3:1 Forest Mitigation  

i. Forest replacement at a 1:1 ratio to provide no net loss of forest 
ii. Forest preservation at a 2:1 ratio to protect existing forest 

b. Upland forest mitigation procedures 
i. All forest replacement sites that do not meet the 3 wetland criteria and are not 

designated as wetland mitigation will be considered upland forest mitigation.   
ii. Primary focus will be in floodplain and bottomland situations 
iii. Secondary focus will be in higher elevations 
 

4. Stream Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Brief Description of Impacts amounts in Tier 2 Sections 

i. Sections 1 – 4 
ii. Sectoins 5 – 6 

b. Description of proposed mitigation procedures 
i. Perennial Streams 
ii. Intermittent Streams 
iii. Ephemeral Streams 
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Carol Hood

From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2007 11:53 AM
To: Jeremy Kieffner
Cc: Babey, Amy S LRL; Andrew_King@fws.gov; anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov; 

garra.catherine@epa.gov; Carol Hood; cstanifer@dnr.in.gov; Jason Dupont; 
jeggen@dnr.in.gov; RANDOLPH, JASON; Jaime Sias; Kent Ahrenholtz; Kia Gillette; 
mballen@indot.IN.gov; mbuffington@dnr.in.gov; Mike Grovak; Hilary, Michelle; Tom Cervone; 
tseeman@indot.IN.gov

Subject: Re: Agenda for I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on Friday 02_09_06

BLA_Indy_Off_Dire
ctions.pdf (1...

Agency Permitting 
MEETING Agen...

Jeremy-

Thank you for your below email.

Are there any materials/documents that we should review in advance of this meeting that 
you can email us as well?

 Thank you.

Virginia Laszewski
Environmental Scientist

US EPA, Region 5
OSEC, NIS
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: B-19J)
Chicago, IL  60604-3590
Phone:  (312) 886-7501
Fax:  (312) 353-5374
email:  laszewski.virginia@epa.gov

                                                                        
             Jeremy Kieffner                                            
             <JKieffner@blain                                           
             c.com>                                                     
                                                                     To 
             02/08/2007 11:38         Andrew_King@fws.gov,              
             AM                       tseeman@indot.in.gov, "Hilary,    
                                      Michelle" <mhilary@indot.IN.gov>, 
                                      mballen@indot.IN.gov, "RANDOLPH,  
                                      JASON" <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>,    
                                      "Babey, Amy S LRL"                
                                      <Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil 
                                      >, cstanifer@dnr.in.gov,          
                                      jeggen@dnr.in.gov, Catherine      
                                      Garra/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,            
                                      anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov,    
                                      mbuffington@dnr.in.gov, Virginia  
                                      Laszewski/R5/USEPA/US@EPA         
                                                                     cc 
                                      Jason Dupont                      
                                      <JDupont@blainc.com>, Tom Cervone 
                                      <TCervone@blainc.com>, Carol Hood 
                                      <CHood@blainc.com>, Kia Gillette  
                                      <KGillette@blainc.com>, Jaime     
                                      Sias <JSias@blainc.com>, Kent     
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                                      Ahrenholtz                        
                                      <KAhrenholtz@blainc.com>, Mike    
                                      Grovak <MGrovak@blainc.com>       
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                Subject 
                                      Agenda for I-69 Mitigation and    
                                      Permitting Meeting on Friday      
                                      02_09_06                          
                                                                        
                                                                        

Dear Everyone,

Attached is the agenda for Friday’s (February 9, 2007) I-69 Mitigation and Permitting 
Meeting to be held at the Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. – Indianapolis Office 
at 10:00am EST (9:00am CST) please see attached directions.  We look forward to see all of
you tomorrow.

Sincerely,
Jeremy Kieffner
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
JKieffner@blainc.com
800.423.7411
 (See attached file: BLA_Indy_Off_Directions.pdf)(See attached file:
Agency Permitting MEETING Agenda 1-09-07.doc)



I-69 Permitting and Mitigation 
Meeting
February 9, 2007



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Introduction

Project Update and Status of Sections

• Introductions
• The project status update
• Stream and Wetland Field Work Status
• Status of Stream and Wetland Assessment Reports
• Goals of this Meeting



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

I-69 Section Impacts

Preliminary Estimate of Wetland, Stream, and Forest 
Impacts in Each of the 6 Sections:

• Section 1
• Wetlands - 1.35 acres
• Streams - 14,745 linear feet or 1.28 acre below OHWM
• Forest – 27.4 acres

• Section 2 (Estimates)
• Wetlands – 15 acres
• Streams – 41,000 linear feet or 14.5 acres below OHWM
• Forests – 250 acres



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

I-69 Section Impacts Cont.

Preliminary Estimate of Wetland, Stream, and Forest 
Impacts in Each of the 6 Sections:

• Section 3 (Estimates)
• Wetlands - 16 acres
• Streams – 37,280 linear feet or 5.6 acre below OHWM
• Forest – 80 acres

• Section 4 (Estimates)
• Wetlands –acres
• Streams –linear feet or acres below OHWM
• Forests –acres



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

I-69 Section Impacts Cont.

Preliminary Estimate of Wetland, Stream, and Forest 
Impacts in Each of the 6 Sections:

• Section 5 and 6 are still compiling their data for Wetland, Stream, 
and Forest Impacts.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Permitting Process 
Coordinated with 
Regulatory Agencies

• USACE has agreed to permit each of the 6 Sections individually 
using the 10 to 30% design level.

• IDEM has agreed to permit each of the 6 Sections individually 
using the 10 to 30% design level.

• IDNR will require appropriate hydraulic analysis in all areas that 
do not meet their exemption.  This will be decided on a case-by-
case basis for relocated streams with a drainage area greater 
than 1 square mile.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Mitigation Efforts

USFWS Mitigation Requirements in the BO

• Forest habitat losses will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio
• 1:1 reforestation for “no net loss” of forest habitat
• 2:1 preservation/protection of existing forest habitat

• Upland forest mitigation will be completed within 2.5 miles of 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) identified maternity colonies, if 
feasible.

• Upland forest is defined as all forest areas that meet the Forest 
Service Definition for forest but do not meet the 3 USACE wetland 
criteria.  

• The primary focus of the upland forest mitigation will be to create 
or preserve as much bottomland / floodplain forests as possible.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Primary Mitigation Areas on 
8-Digit HUC Map



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 1 Primary Mitigation
Pigeon Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 1 Primary Mitigation
Pigeon Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
Patoka River and Flat Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
Patoka River and Flat Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
East Fork White River



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
East Fork White River



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
Veale Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 2 Primary Mitigation
Veale Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 3 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Elnora



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 3 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Elnora



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Doans Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Doans Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Plummer Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Plummer Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Indian Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Primary Mitigation
Indian Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Bryant Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Bryant Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Clear Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Clear Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation  
West Fork White River Crooked Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation  
West Fork White River Crooked Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Pleasant Run Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 6 Primary Mitigation
West Fork White River Pleasant Run Creek



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Wetland Mitigation Efforts

Wetland Mitigation will be completed within the same 8-digit 
watershed as the impacted wetlands.  The areas previously 
identified will be the primary areas considered for wetland 
mitigation.

Wetland mitigation will be complete at the following ratios:
2:1 for emergent wetland impacts

3:1 for  scrub/shrub wetland impacts

3:1 or 4:1 for forested wetland impacts (depending on quality)



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Stream Mitigation Efforts

• Stream Mitigation Efforts will consist of the following:

• Linear feet mitigation at a 1:1 ratio for all Perennial and Intermittent 
Stream impacts

• Ephemeral Stream may be mitigated by the creation of small 
ephemeral stream channels within the wetland mitigation sites or by 
the creation of bottomland/floodplain forest as part of the 3:1 upland 
forest mitigation to replace the habitat loss.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Perennial and Intermittent Stream Mitigation 
Flowchart



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Ephemeral Stream Mitigation Flowchart



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Mitigation Plans

• A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be developed for each of the 6 
Sections of the I-69 Project.  The following items will be included in the 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plans
• Wetland Mitigation Plan including wetland design plan(s).
• Stream Mitigation Plan 
• Upland Forest Mitigation Plan



Questions



Thank You



Carol Hood 

From: Jeremy Kieffner

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2007 11:39 AM

To: 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'tseeman@indot.in.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 'mballen@indot.IN.gov'; 'RANDOLPH, 
JASON'; 'Babey, Amy S LRL'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'jeggen@dnr.in.gov'; 'garra.catherine@epa.gov'; 
'anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'mbuffington@dnr.in.gov'; 'Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov'

Cc: Jason Dupont; Tom Cervone; Carol Hood; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Kent Ahrenholtz; Mike Grovak

Subject: Agenda for I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting on Friday 02_09_06

Page 1 of 1

2/8/2007

Dear Everyone, 
  
Attached is the agenda for Friday’s (February 9, 2007) I-69 Mitigation and Permitting Meeting to be held at the Bernardin 
Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. – Indianapolis Office at 10:00am EST (9:00am CST) please see attached directions.  
We look forward to see all of you tomorrow. 
  
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Kieffner 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
JKieffner@blainc.com 
800.423.7411 
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Agency Permitting and Mitigation Meeting 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc – Indianapolis Office  

Friday, February 9, 2007 at 10:00 a.m. EST (9:00am CST) 
 
 

 AGENDA 
 
1. Introduction 

a. Welcome  
b. Introductions 
c. Update 
d. Goals 
 

2. Wetland Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Brief description of the impact amounts in Tier 2 Sections 

i. Sections 1 – 4 
ii. Sections 5 - 6 

b. Description of mitigation areas being focused on for wetland mitigation 
i. Sections 1 - 6 

c. Description of proposed mitigation ratios for wetland impacts 
i. Emergent:  2:1 
ii. Scrub/Shrub: 3:1  
iii. Forested:   3:1 or 4:1 
 

3. Forested Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Description of Potential 3:1 Forest Mitigation  

i. Forest replacement at a 1:1 ratio to provide no net loss of forest 
ii. Forest preservation at a 2:1 ratio to protect existing forest 

b. Upland forest mitigation procedures 
i. All forest replacement sites that do not meet the 3 wetland criteria and are not 

designated as wetland mitigation will be considered upland forest mitigation.   
ii. Primary focus will be in floodplain and bottomland situations 
iii. Secondary focus will be in higher elevations 
 

4. Stream Impacts and Potential Mitigation Efforts 
a. Brief Description of Impacts amounts in Tier 2 Sections 

i. Sections 1 – 4 
ii. Sectoins 5 – 6 

b. Description of proposed mitigation procedures 
i. Perennial Streams 
ii. Intermittent Streams 
iii. Ephemeral Streams 



 

 

 

 
6125 S East St  
Indianapolis IN  
46227-2128 US  

Notes: 
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 I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
 

                                  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Minutes 
 

I-69 Permitting and Mitigation Meeting 
At BLA’s Indianapolis Office, 6125 South East Street 

 February 09, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT 
 

Attendees 
 

Organization 

Jaime Sias  BLA 
Kia Gillette  BLA 
Kevin Jasinski  American Structure Point 
Cathy Garra  USEPA-Region 5 
Amy Babey  USACE-Louisville 
Tony DeSimone  FHWA-IN 
Virginia Laszewski  USEPA-Region 5 
Michelle Allen  INDOT 
Matt Buffington  IDNR 
Andy King  USFWS 
Michelle Hilary  INDOT 
Jason Randolph  IDEM 
David Carr  IDEM 
Tom Seeman  INDOT 
Tom Cervone  BLA 
Jeremy Kieffner  BLA 
 
BLA opened the meeting and welcomed everyone. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Discussion of Section Updates  
The Section 1 DEIS has been released and all the agencies should have a copy to review and 
provide comments.  The Section 3 DEIS should be coming out in about two months followed by 
Section 2.  The Draft Wetland Assessment Reports for Sections 1, 2 and 3 along with the Draft 
Stream Assessment Reports for Sections 1 and 3 have been provided to the regulatory 
agencies. All comments about these assessment reports should be provided with the comments 
on the DEIS for the accompanying section.  Please do not provide separate comments 
pertaining only to these reports. 
 
Discussion of Meeting’s Goals 
The Goals of this meeting were: (1) Allowing the regulatory agencies to interact in terms of their 
mitigation expectations, (2) Get the agencies concurrence on the proposed mitigation focus 
areas, and (3) Propose the mitigation efforts that will be used for stream mitigation throughout 
the project. 
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 I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
 

                                  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Discussion of the Permitting Process 
At this point in design (10-30%), it is assumed everything in the ROW will be impacted. For this 
reason, an additional 10% will be incorporated into the proposed mitigation to compensate for 
any potential shifts that may occur later in the design. There will be increased mitigation efforts 
in environmentally-sensitive areas that will need to be taken into account, such as bridging the 
Patoka River floodplain. Bridges will be designed to meet IDNR’s hydraulic standards. 
 
WATER RESOURCE IMPACTS 
 
Every wetland and stream within the ROW is considered to be impacted.  In addition, INDOT 
and FHWA plan to provide an additional 10% over-mitigation to compensate for any slight 
changes in the alignment during final design. 
 
An IDNR Construction in a Floodway Permit will be applied for on all stream crossings that do 
not meet the IDNR Construction in a Floodway Permit exemption.  IDNR will determine if a 
hydraulic analysis is required for small streams that are being relocated on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 
The USACE Section 404 Permit process will vary for each section.  The USACE will decide if 
each individual section requires an Individual Permit (IP) and/or multiple Regional General 
Permits (RGP) for the impacts to water resources.  This will be decided once they have received 
a permit application.  The USACE permits linear projects differently than other projects because 
each single impact in a linear project can be considered an individual project on its own.  
Stream crossings may be considered a single project and if the impacts meet the RGP 
conditions then an RGP Permit will be suitable for the impact.  However, if the project impacts 
the same stream multiple times in the same vicinity then all of the crossings may be added 
together to determine the amount of impacts.  Only 1 Individual Permit will be issued, if needed, 
per section although there may be multiple RGP’s issued for each section. 
 
If all of the impacts in one of the I-69 Sections meet the RGP guidelines, then there may not be 
a USACE public notice completed for that section.  Section 1 is the only section that may not 
require an Individual Permit.   IDEM would be responsible for issuing a Public Notice as part of 
the 401 process if all of the impacts in the section meet the USACE RGP guidelines.  The 
Regional General Permit is not valid until a 401 has been issued by IDEM.  It was suggested 
that even if there is no Individual Permit required in a Section that a public notice from the 
USACE be completed for the record. The Corps may offer a Public Notice but probably wouldn’t 
offer an opportunity for the public to comment.  FHWA may want to consider issuing their own 
Public Notice if all crossings in a Section can be permitted with RGP’s. 
 
IDEM is treating each section as an Individual 401 Permit and notices will be mailed to all 
adjacent property owners. 
 
The Corps is not an official cooperating agency with FHWA for the I-69 project and will have to 
complete their own NEPA document for all Individual Permits.  They may adopt the FEIS’s so 
that they can copy information straight out of the FEIS’s and use in their NEPA documents. 
 
Detailed mitigation will not be developed until the permit applications are completed. The 
mitigation focus areas being presented here are just to show the agencies the primary areas 
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                                  ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
that will be used for mitigation if “willing sellers” can be located within these areas.  There 
typically are not any detailed mitigation plans provided during the NEPA process. 

 
There are general ideas (i.e. acreage and concepts) currently being looked at for mitigation and 
the project team would like to come to an agreement with the agencies on these ideas prior to 
putting together the detailed mitigation plans. USFWS will be keeping track of this as part of the 
Biological Opinion (BO) and FHWA and INDOT are responsible for making sure mitigation is 
complete. After the ROD, permitting will ensue. Land must be obtained at fair market value and 
from willing sellers. If the purchasing of an identified mitigation site provided in the permit 
application falls through, a permit can be suspended or modified. Coordination with property 
owners will occur prior to submitting a permit, and it is the intent to have properties secured prior 
to the permit applications.  Mitigation sites will be within the same 8-digit HUC watershed as the 
impact site(s). 
 
BO REQUIREMENTS 
 
All of this should be explained in the FEIS. The Revised Tier 1 Conceptual Forest and Wetland 
Mitigation and Enhancement Plan should be included in the DEIS and FEIS documents. It was 
revised in consultation with the USFWS.  
 
 
MITIGATION FOCUS AREAS 
 
Pigeon Creek is identified as a legal drain in Gibson County and there is a 75’ easement 
maintained on both sides of the stream; however, it may be possible to mitigate on one side of 
the stream if a signed legal agreement with the county drainage board can be obtained. This 
applies to all legal drains throughout the 6 Sections of I-69.  Mitigating on only one side of a 
stream is typically discouraged, but if there are bats identified using the area or other good 
reasons to do so, it may be considered. 
 
The mitigation focus areas were determined because of their biological attractions and the 
primary mitigation areas would add to existing habitat areas (i.e. existing forests, floodplains, 
TES habitat areas, and wetlands) to ultimately help to improve wildlife habitat and the 8-digit 
watershed water quality.  
 
A request was made that the wildlife crossing areas should provide a dry crossing even during 
flood conditions. 
 
It may be possible to pool mitigation sites for other projects within the same 8-digit HUC 
watershed allowing for the development of a larger mitigation site than required.  However, 
pooling should be done near the impact site, if possible. 
 
The mitigation sites should be located in areas that are most likely not going to be developed in 
the future (i.e., away from interchanges). It is a good idea to try and put mitigation sites at/near 
other managed properties to prevent future pressures from development. 
 
The Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge has particular areas that they are interested in 
purchasing that would provide good mitigation for Section 2 of the I-69 project.  The I-69 Project 
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team is working closely with the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge in identifying mitigation 
areas in/near the refuge.  INDOT and FHWA have already helped the Refuge purchase a 
property by making up the cost difference for what the Refuge was unable to pay for the land.  
 
Mine land reclamation areas may be good to pursue for mitigation sites and Ramona from IDNR 
(Jasonville office) is the contact for mine lands. IDNR will email Ramona’s contact information to 
BLA.  

 
The 100-year floodplain of the East Fork will not be bridged in its entirety due to its large size. A 
portion of the 100-year floodplain on both the north and south banks will be bridged to provide 
adequate hydraulics for floodwaters as part of the IDNR Construction in a Floodway Permit. 
 
Areas identified as wildlife crossings are encouraged to contain enough dry space for white-
tailed deer to cross the roadway. 
 
Mitigation sites should be reviewed to ensure no coal mining is/will occur within the mitigation 
area. INDOT needs to investigate if mineral rights are being purchased alongside mitigation 
areas prior to FEIS. Legally, it is not known if this covers subsurface access; groundwater 
systems could cause problems with mitigation area if they are groundwater dependent. 
 
Once the mitigation sites are determined and the property owners are identified as “willing 
sellers”, a field review with the regulatory agencies will be scheduled to show the agencies the 
proposed mitigation sites.  Coordinating and purchasing of the mitigation areas will start as soon 
as possible. 
 
All proposed mitigation sites should be reviewed to guarantee they are not currently 
participating in another government programs (i.e. CRP, WRP, WHIP, etc…).   

 
The 13 focus areas are the primary mitigation areas being looked at currently for mitigation, 
although, if there are other areas of interest that the agencies would like the Project 
Management Team to look at for mitigation, please let us know and we will do so. 
 
 
STREAM AND WETLAND MITIGATION EFFORTS 
 
All existing drainage ways must be maintained. 
 
The mitigation sites will be designed to diversify the site with multiple habitats such as breaking 
field tiles to add ephemeral pockets or channels within the mitigation site connecting different 
habitats; this would allow for unique and more valuable mitigation sites. 

 
Many of the streams being impacted by this project, especially in Sections 1, 2 and 3 have 
already been severely impacted in the past by agricultural management.  The mitigation efforts 
as part of the I-69 project may be a great opportunity to help improve the overall water quality of 
the watersheds.   
 
Mitigation is more than just compensation for the impacts to water resources.  It also includes 
avoidance and minimization efforts.  The avoidance and minimization efforts have been 
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completed throughout the life of this project from Tier 1 to the Tier 2 documents.  The decisions 
made in these documents have appropriately avoided and minimized the impacts to water 
resources and this will continue through final design of the project.   
 
Ephemeral stream mitigation will be looked at in terms of function and the functions of the 
ephemeral stream impacts will be mitigated for appropriately. Perennial and Intermittent stream 
mitigation may be evaluated on an impact by impact basis. The USACE uses a two axis graph 
in KY with one axis being the stream type and the other axis being the stream quality and where 
the impact plots out on the graph is how much mitigation will be required for the impacts.  The 
USACE will send this graph to BLA. Make sure mitigation focuses on function, not just habitat. 
Make sure the mitigation plans are consistent with 2004 Corps guidelines. The streams 
impacted by this project have been evaluated for quality using HHEI and QHEI.   
 
 
A request was made that streams should be evaluated for stability both up and down stream of 
where you are adding roadside drainage to existing streams to make sure that the project does 
not have additional impacts up and down stream because of the added roadside drainage. 
Establishing long-term maintenance procedures to prevent road runoff (i.e. salt) from impacting 
existing streams and trying not to relocate streams unless necessary are some proposed 
measures that will help to decrease the stress on the streams in Section 1. 
 
Please include a discussion of why certain decisions were made pertaining to the preferred 
alternative decision in the environmental documents (DEIS and FEIS).  It is important to get the 
design engineers to listen.  
 
The Corps will use the tiered analysis and practicability to decide if impacts were appropriately 
avoided and minimized according to Section 404. Until a permit application is received by the 
Corps, they will not be heavily involved in the project. In addition, the Corps probably won’t 
comment in writing on the DEIS’s or the FEIS’s, but they are reviewing the documents. 
 
Stream crossings that require culverts should use 3-sided, natural open bottom culverts if 
possible. From an engineering standpoint, a buried 4-sided box culvert is actually more stable 
and will not require maintenance for scouring in the future unlike a 3-sided culvert.  A request 
was made that native materials be used on the bottom of 4-sided box culverts to replace the 
natural stream channel, not just riprap. Avoid creating a hydraulic jump at the entrances and 
exists of box culverts because this impairs fish passage.  

 
Rule 5 will be the mechanism used to prevent erosion and pollution from roadside drainage 
caused by this project.  The Rule 5 program has not been involved in the process to this point 
because they require a higher level of design (~90%) to identify what BMP’s to require for the 
project. Conditions of Rule 5 or Rule 13 will be followed in the NEPA documents. Although, 
because BMPs are constantly changing, no specific information will be identified in the DEIS’s 
or the FEIS’s concerning Rule 5 or Rule 13 permits.  The Rule 5 and Rule 13 Permits will be 
applied for a secured during final design of the project. 

 
Information on salting of roads and road run-off needs to be in the Tier 2 BAs. Section 7 is 
always completed prior to the issuing of the ROD. This project contains above average detail 
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compared to the typical project.  The ROD is anticipated to be released approximately 47 days 
after the FEIS is finalized. Section 7 is always resolved prior to the permitting process. 
 
 
At the current time, the mitigation efforts have only been advanced to the point of identifying 
mitigation focus areas.  The mitigation sites will be identified and plans for the mitigation sites 
will be included with the permit applications.   
 
The relocation of a stream, as defined by the regulatory agencies, is any time a stream is 
moved to a new location and the existing channel is filled.  This does not include crossing a 
stream with a culvert or bridge and straightening the stream slightly so that it fits into the culvert 
or beneath the bridge. 

. 
A single row of trees along an agricultural ditch or stream with no in-stream habitat is 
considered a riparian corridor.  
 
A degraded water body can be improved by planting trees long the banks to provide canopy 
cover to the stream.  Mitigation sites may be connected to 319 Grants, if appropriate. If possible, 
mitigation will be focused along impaired streams. 
 
The costs for completing the mitigation for the 6 Sections of I-69 will be accounted for in the 
project cost estimates in each of the sections in the DEIS’s and FEIS’s.  

 
The focus areas for mitigation have been development based primarily on habitat for the Indiana 
bat. Each of the mitigation sites should be designed based on the impacts being mitigated and 
should be developed accordingly. The mitigation plans should state the purpose for each 
mitigation site and clearly define the mitigation areas within the site for each agencies permit 
requirements. 
 
A mitigation site summary table will be developed identifying each mitigation area and what 
types and amounts of mitigation are within the site.  A GIS shapefile may also accompany this 
summary table identifying the location and design plans for the mitigation site. This summary 
table will be updated on a yearly basis. 

 
A request was made that the DEIS’s and FEIS’s should mention the State Isolated Wetland 
laws in Chapter 4. 
 
A Jurisdictional Determination (JD) from the Corps must be obtained before a 401 permit can be 
issued. The Corps can’t issue an approved JD in writing, but can issue a preliminary JD. If new 
regulations for the USACE are released, a request for the JD to be redone will be required.  If 
you want to have the JD report revised, the USACE will not automatically revise the preliminary 
JD report useless they are requested to do so. Please provide a table that clearly defines the 
jurisdictional wetlands and the isolated wetlands. A JD Report will be completed as part of the 
permitting process and submitted to the USACE for concurrence. All wetlands adjacent or within 
the 100-year floodplain of a jurisdictional waterway will be considered jurisdictional wetlands 
according to the current guidelines from the USACE.  
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IDEM is working with IDNR on developing success criteria for mitigation sites. As part of the 
permit conditions, control for invasive species within the mitigation sites will be required. 
Attention should be given to not using fill that contains invasive species seed. 
 
FHWA is responsible for utility relocations, but the utility companies are responsible for getting 
their own permits. The utilities cannot be in the ROW because of it’s limited access. 
 
Final Notes 
EPA will be kept informed on the status of the mitigation and permitting efforts for I-69.  A 
method for tracking mitigation for the I-69 project will be developed. 
 
Permits for Section 1 may be submitted in mid to late Summer of 2007. 
 
The Corps has many other projects; therefore, it was strongly recommended to submit permits 
as soon as possible for the I-69 project. The I-69 Project Management Team cannot assist the 
USACE with the permit process because it would be a conflict of interest; although, INDOT may 
be able to fund a position at the USACE to solely work on INDOT projects and if this is the case, 
INDOT can set the priority for the projects.  
 
A field review of Section 4 areas not previously seen by the agencies will be provided in the 
Spring or Summer of 2007 by BLA or others.     
 
Tom Cervone and Jeremy Kieffner are contacts at BLA for mitigation efforts. 
 
The USFWS requires an annual report to be prepared on mitigation. It would be nice to include 
the wetland delineations in a GIS layer in the FEIS and also for the permits. 
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US Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Indiana Division 

F bruary 12, 2007 

Mr. Karl Browning 
Commissioner 
Indiana Department ofTransportation 
Indianapolis, rN 46204 

Dear Mr. Browning: 

575 North Pennsylvania Street. Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

HDA-IN 

On January 29, 2007, we received your letter elated January 26, 2007 concerning the comments 
received on the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 1 Re-evaluation report dated June 2006. The 
intent of this correspondence is to complete our review of the process created with the release of 
the re-evaluation report and to allow you to fully move forward with Tier 2 studies as was 
originally intended with the release of the Tier 1 Record of Decision (ROD) elated March 24, 
2004. 

My staffhas reviewed the comments received on the re-evaluation document and considered 
your responses to those comments. We make the following finding based on the supplied 
documentation: 

In consideration of your correspondences dated November 22, 2006 and January 29, 
2007, we find that there are no changes in the proposed action that would result in 
significant environmental impacts that were not adequately evaluated in the Tier 1 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); and any new information or circumstances 
relevant to the environmental concerns and bearings on the proposed action or its 
impacts would not result in significant environmental impacts not adequately evaluated 
in the Tier 1 EIS. 

The basis for this finding by the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) is discussed below. 

Due to the determination by the State of Indiana to withdraw the request to consider tolling on 
1-69 from Indianapolis to Evansville, there is no reason to futiher evaluate the technical issues 
related to those comments or to consider that issue as a reason for a Supplemental EIS. 

HOVING TH .f; c~-"'1 

AMERICAN 
ECONOMY 

l 

~ 



Additional information has been collected regarding the Indiana Bat as part of the Tier 2 studies. 
Additional coordination occuned with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the 
requirements ofthe Endangered Species Act based upon this additional infonnation. In a 
Revised Programmatic Biological Opinion, dated August 24, 2006, USFWS made the finding 
that the project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Indiana Bat. This is the 
same finding USFWS made in its original Biological Opinion for this project, dated December 3, 
2003. In the August 24, 2006 document, the USFWS also concluded that the project is not likely 
to adversely modify the bat's designated Critical Habitat. It was always assumed that Indiana 
Bats were likely present near or within the corridor. The Tier 2 studies only further detailed their 
location. Therefore, there is no reason to consider a Supplement to the Tier I EIS because of the 
additional information collected for the Indiana Bat. 

Regarding interchanges and access roads located beyond the Tier I corridor, it was the intent of 
the Tier 1 ROD to allow for the consideration of alternatives for the mainline of I-69 within the 
designated corridor. Other related design considerations, such as access and frontage roads, 
interchanges, and mitigation could occur outside the corridor. This would allow for the most 
flexibility in the development of alternatives for each Tier 2 section. Further, these elements 
were not analyzed in Tier I in detail and were intended to be thoroughly considered in Tier 2 and 
the impacts will be identified and mitigated as appropriate. Therefore, no revision to the Tier 1 
ROD is needed concerning this issue. 

Regarding the consideration of a new interchange near the Monroe/Greene County line which 
would be in lieu of another interchange in Greene County, we find that the proposals being 
considered are consistent with the commitment in the Tier 1 Final EIS. Also, the detail 
necessary to make a final decision on interchange locations was beyond the scope ofTier 1 
which did not make any final determinations on interchange locations. Interchange locations are 
being fully analyzed in the Tier 2 process. In coordination with the USFWS and other agencies, 
we believe that any modification of this commitment in Tier 2 will be in compliance with the 
intent of the original commitment to limit interchanges and discourage secondary growth and 
impacts in karst areas. Coordination with USFWS and other agencies will continue before a 
decision on this interchange is made. We also note that the Tier I ROD specifically stated that 
these mitigation measures "will be reviewed and may be modified in Tier 2 in consultation with 
environmental resource agencies." Therefore, this issue falls within the approved decisions in 
the Tier 1 ROD and no supplement to the Tier 1 EIS is needed. 

We appreciate your decision to maintain the commitment to bridge the Patoka River Floodplain. 
This commitment supp01is a number of issues including providing for the connectivity of the 
Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge through the region. This will benefit wetlands, water 
quality, endangered species and other wildlife. The decision also represents your response to 
issues that are important to other agencies. 

Finally, we agree with your repoti on the "Comments on Issues Not Addressed in theRe
evaluation" (Section D) that were included in the comments received. We agree that they were 
either appropriately considered in Tier 1 EIS or that they are issues which are appropriate to be 
evaluated in the Tier 2 studies. 



Regarding USFWS's comment on the re-evaluation that the "selection of Alternative 1 would 
best fulfill FHW A's responsibility to use its authorities to conserve endangered and threatened 
species as set forth in Section 7(a)(l) of the Endangered species Act", as you stated, we are 
fulfilling our responsibility through the completion of the committed Conservation Measures in 
the Tier 1 Biological Assessment (as updated by the Addendum). Because Alternative 1 would 
not sufficiently address the Tier 1 project goals (particularly the core goals), and therefore 
determined to not be a reasonable alternative in the Tier I FEIS, it would not be reasonable to 
select it in consideration of Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act or any other 
applicable law. 

At this time, we would like to thank you and your staff for the thorough review of the comments 
received. Although the re-evaluation request has been withdrawn, we believe that this process, 
which was beyond the scope required by regulation, was helpful in identifying some additional 
issues and will help as we proceed with other projects and the Tier 2 studies. 

If you require further information please contact Tony DeSimone of this oft1ce at (317) 226-5307 
( e-mai I: Anthony.desimone@tl1wa.dot. gov ). 

cc: 
Ms. Michelle Hilary (INDOT) 
Tom Seeman (INDOT) 

Sincerely, 
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Carol Hood

From: Carol Hood
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2007 9:09 AM
To: 'Smith, Katie'; 'Patricia Morris (morris.patricia@epa.gov)'; 'Dan Ernst (dernst@dnr.in.gov)'; 

'kday@fs.fed.gov'; 'Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov'; 'flewis@fs.fed.gov'; 
'laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov'; Garre Conner; 'Henry Huffman (hhuffman@dnr.in.gov)'; 'Tom 
Kenney (kenney.thomas@epa.gov)'; 'Newton Ellens (ellens.newton@epa.gov)'; 
'Doug.Shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil'; 'Amy Babey (amy.s.babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil)'; 
'Mike Neyer (mneyer@dnr.in.gov)'; 'Jason Randolph (jrandolp@idem.in.gov)'; 'Matt Buffington 
(mbuffington@dnr.in.gov)'; 'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 
'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'Eric Scott Johanson (sjohanso@idem.in.gov)'; 'Rebecca Travis 
(rtravis@idem.in.gov)'; 'James Sullivan (jsulliva@idem.in.gov)'; 'Bill_McCoy@fws.gov'; 'Jim 
Hebenstreit (jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov)'; 'John Carr (jcarr@dnr.in.gov)'; 'rjones@dnr.in.gov'; 
'Dennis Clark (dclark@idem.in.gov)'; 'melgin.Wendy@epa.gov'; 'Martha Clark-Mettler 
(mclark@idem.in.gov)'; 'Tamara Ratcliff-Roberts (troberts@idem.in.gov)'; 
'jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov'; 'Xavier.Montoya@in.usda.gov'; 'David.poynter@navy.mil'; 
'DeSimone, Anthony'; 'DuMontelle, Jay'; 'david.franklin@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 
'Seeman, Tom'; 'Lawrence, Ben'; 'Allen, Michelle'; 'ckoeppel@indot.in.gov'; 'Drach, Pamela'; 
'KLEET@indot.IN.gov'; 'Batta, Nick'; 'DBUTTS@indot.IN.gov'; 'JUDE@indot.IN.gov'; 
'JGUSTIN@indot.IN.gov'; ' (sbranigin@indot.in.gov)'; ' (jbacone@dnr.in.gov)'; 
'gmroczka@indot.state.in.us'; 'SSMITH@indot.in.gov'; 'KKNOKE@indot.IN.gov'; 
'bsteckler@indot.in.gov'; 'pschmidt@indot.in.gov'; 'RBURCHAM@indot.IN.gov'; 
'RBUSKIRK@indot.IN.gov'; 'Ricki Clark (rclark@indot.in.gov)'; 'tgiller@indot.state.in.us'; 
'Malley, William G.'; 'Ferlo, Albert'; 'Karie Brudis (kbrudis@dnr.in.gov)'; 'ahamm@indot.in.gov'; 
'arearick@indot.in.gov'; 'CTOMAK@indot.IN.gov'; 'gabell@indot.in.gov'; 
'Larry.Heil@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'MKENNEDY@indot.IN.gov'; 'rphillabaum@indot.in.gov'; ''; 
'joseph.leindecker@jacobs.com'; 'Randy Hancock'; ''; 'Bruce Hudson'; 'Mary Jo Hamman'; 
'Tim N. Miller'; 'Tucker, Tabitha'; 'Zack Smith (zsmith@dnr.in.gov)'

Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Tom Cervone; Nicole Minton; Jason Dupont; Jim 
Gulick; Jeremy Kieffner; Rusty Yeager; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Neal Schroeder; Henry 
Nodarse; Daniel Townsend; Brian Litherland; Carl Camacho; 'linda@weintrautinc.com'; 'Alice 
Roberts'; 'dyerenv@yahoo.com'; Dominick Romano; 'Wehner, Jane'; 'Randy Hancock'; 
'Lober, Tracey'; ''; ''; ''; 'barterbery@dlz.com'; 'Jason Stone'; 'James Peyton'; 'Kurt Weiss'; 
'BHoegh@HNTB.com'; 'Thomas, Deborah'

Subject: March 1, 2007 I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting  -  Reminder 

Good morning Everyone!  To those that have not RSVP’d, just a reminder that we would like to know by COB Friday, 
February 16th if you and/or others from your agency will be attending the I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting on 
Thursday, March 1 at the Indianapolis Traffic Management Center from 9am to 4:30 pm EST (Indy Time).  

Regards, 

Carol  

____________________________________________
From: Carol Hood 
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2007 5:04 PM
To: 'Smith, Katie'; 'Patricia Morris (morris.patricia@epa.gov)'; 'Dan Ernst (dernst@dnr.in.gov)'; 'kday@fs.fed.gov'; 
'Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov'; 'flewis@fs.fed.gov'; 'laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov'; Garre Conner; 'Henry Huffman 
(hhuffman@dnr.in.gov)'; 'Tom Kenney (kenney.thomas@epa.gov)'; 'Newton Ellens (ellens.newton@epa.gov)'; 
'Doug.Shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil'; 'Amy Babey (amy.s.babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil)'; 'Mike Neyer 
(mneyer@dnr.in.gov)'; 'Jason Randolph (jrandolp@idem.in.gov)'; 'Matt Buffington (mbuffington@dnr.in.gov)'; 
'cstanifer@dnr.in.gov'; 'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'Eric Scott Johanson (sjohanso@idem.in.gov)'; 
'Rebecca Travis (rtravis@idem.in.gov)'; 'James Sullivan (jsulliva@idem.in.gov)'; 'Bill_McCoy@fws.gov'; 'Jim Hebenstreit 
(jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov)'; 'John Carr (jcarr@dnr.in.gov)'; 'rjones@dnr.in.gov'; 'Dennis Clark (dclark@idem.in.gov)'; 
'melgin.Wendy@epa.gov'; 'Martha Clark-Mettler (mclark@idem.in.gov)'; 'Tamara Ratcliff-Roberts (troberts@idem.in.gov)'; 
'jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov'; 'Xavier.Montoya@in.usda.gov'; 'David.poynter@navy.mil'; 'DeSimone, Anthony'; 'DuMontelle, 
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Jay'; 'david.franklin@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'Hilary, Michelle'; 'Seeman, Tom'; 'Lawrence, Ben'; 'Allen, Michelle'; 
'ckoeppel@indot.in.gov'; 'Drach, Pamela'; 'KLEET@indot.IN.gov'; 'Batta, Nick'; 'DBUTTS@indot.IN.gov'; 
'JUDE@indot.IN.gov'; 'JGUSTIN@indot.IN.gov'; ' (sbranigin@indot.in.gov)'; ' (jbacone@dnr.in.gov)'; 
'gmroczka@indot.state.in.us'; 'SSMITH@indot.in.gov'; 'KKNOKE@indot.IN.gov'; 'bsteckler@indot.in.gov'; 
'pschmidt@indot.in.gov'; 'RBURCHAM@indot.IN.gov'; 'RBUSKIRK@indot.IN.gov'; 'Ricki Clark (rclark@indot.in.gov)'; 
'tgiller@indot.state.in.us'; 'Malley, William G.'; 'Ferlo, Albert'; 'Karie Brudis (kbrudis@dnr.in.gov)'; 'ahamm@indot.in.gov'; 
'arearick@indot.in.gov'; 'CTOMAK@indot.IN.gov'; 'gabell@indot.in.gov'; 'Larry.Heil@fhwa.dot.gov'; 
'MKENNEDY@indot.IN.gov'; 'rphillabaum@indot.in.gov'; ''; 'joseph.leindecker@jacobs.com'; 'Randy Hancock'; ''; 'Bruce 
Hudson'; 'Mary Jo Hamman'; 'Tim N. Miller'; 'Tucker, Tabitha'; Zack Smith (zsmith@dnr.in.gov)
Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Tom Cervone; Nicole Minton; Jason Dupont; Jim Gulick; Jeremy Kieffner; Rusty 
Yeager; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Neal Schroeder; Henry Nodarse; Daniel Townsend; Brian Litherland; Carl Camacho; 
'linda@weintrautinc.com'; 'Alice Roberts'; 'dyerenv@yahoo.com'; Dominick Romano; 'Wehner, Jane'; 'Randy Hancock'; 
'Lober, Tracey'; ''; ''; ''; 'barterbery@dlz.com'; 'Jason Stone'; 'James Peyton'; 'Kurt Weiss'; 'BHoegh@HNTB.com'
Subject: March 1, 2007 I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - Location Update 
Importance: High

Hello Everyone!  Formal invitations for the I-69 Overall Agency Coord. Meeting went out today to your agency 
point of contact.  My email I sent out last week (see below) stated that the meeting would be held at the Indiana 
Gov’t Center South, however that location has changed to the Indianapolis Traffic Management Center 
located on the East side of Indianapolis.  

FYI: attached is the invitation package in pdf format that went out today.   

Regards, 

Carol 

_____________________________________________
From: Carol Hood 
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 3:39 PM
To: 'Smith, Katie'; Patricia Morris (morris.patricia@epa.gov); Dan Ernst (dernst@dnr.in.gov); 
'kday@fs.fed.gov'; Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov; 'flewis@fs.fed.gov'; laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov; Garre 
Conner; Henry Huffman (hhuffman@dnr.in.gov); Tom Kenney (kenney.thomas@epa.gov); Newton Ellens 
(ellens.newton@epa.gov); Doug.Shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Amy Babey 
(amy.s.babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil); Mike Neyer (mneyer@dnr.in.gov); Jason Randolph 
(jrandolp@idem.in.gov); Matt Buffington (mbuffington@dnr.in.gov); cstanifer@dnr.in.gov; 
'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; Eric Scott Johanson (sjohanso@idem.in.gov); Rebecca 
Travis (rtravis@idem.in.gov); James Sullivan (jsulliva@idem.in.gov); Bill_McCoy@fws.gov; Jim 
Hebenstreit (jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov); John Carr (jcarr@dnr.in.gov); rjones@dnr.in.gov; Dennis Clark 
(dclark@idem.in.gov); melgin.Wendy@epa.gov; Martha Clark-Mettler (mclark@idem.in.gov); Tamara 
Ratcliff-Roberts (troberts@idem.in.gov); jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; Xavier.Montoya@in.usda.gov; 
David.poynter@navy.mil; 'DeSimone, Anthony'; DuMontelle, Jay; 'david.franklin@fhwa.dot.gov'; 'Hilary, 
Michelle'; 'Seeman, Tom'; 'Lawrence, Ben'; 'Allen, Michelle'; 'ckoeppel@indot.in.gov'; 'Drach, Pamela'; 
'KLEET@indot.IN.gov'; 'Batta, Nick'; 'DBUTTS@indot.IN.gov'; 'JUDE@indot.IN.gov'; 
JGUSTIN@indot.IN.gov; (sbranigin@indot.in.gov); (jbacone@dnr.in.gov); 'gmroczka@indot.state.in.us'; 
SSMITH@indot.in.gov; 'KKNOKE@indot.IN.gov'; 'bsteckler@indot.in.gov'; 'pschmidt@indot.in.gov'; 
'RBURCHAM@indot.IN.gov'; 'RBUSKIRK@indot.IN.gov'; 'Ricki Clark (rclark@indot.in.gov)'; 
'tgiller@indot.state.in.us'; 'Malley, William G.'; 'Ferlo, Albert'; Karie Brudis (kbrudis@dnr.in.gov); 
ahamm@indot.in.gov; arearick@indot.in.gov; CTOMAK@indot.IN.gov; gabell@indot.in.gov; 
Larry.Heil@fhwa.dot.gov; MKENNEDY@indot.IN.gov; rphillabaum@indot.in.gov; ; 
'joseph.leindecker@jacobs.com'; 'Randy Hancock'; ; 'Bruce Hudson'; 'Mary Jo Hamman'; 'Tim N. Miller'
Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; 'MGrovak@aol.com'; Tom Cervone; Nicole Minton; Jason Dupont; Jim Gulick; 
Jeremy Kieffner; Rusty Yeager; Kia Gillette; Jaime Sias; Neal Schroeder; Henry Nodarse; Daniel 
Townsend; Brian Litherland; Carl Camacho; linda@weintrautinc.com; Alice Roberts; 
dyerenv@yahoo.com; Dominick Romano; 'Wehner, Jane'; 'Randy Hancock'; 'Lober, Tracey'; ; ; ; 
'barterbery@dlz.com'; 'Jason Stone'; James Peyton; 'Kurt Weiss'; 'BHoegh@HNTB.com'; Vince Bernardin; 
Harmony Gratzer
Subject: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - March 1, 2007 (Indianapolis) 
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Hello Everyone!  

Mark your calendars!  This is a “heads-up” that the next Tier 2 I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting will be held 
on Thursday, March 1, 2007.  

The meeting format will be like the last Overall Agency Coordination Meeting held August 1, 2006 in Bloomington, 
except there will not be a tour and the meeting will be held in Indianapolis.  

MEETING NOTICE:   

Date:     Thursday, March 1, 2007 
Time:    approximately 9:00 am EST (Indy Time) to 4:45 pm EST 
Location: Indianapolis (Indiana Gov’t Center South Conference Center) – Room TBD   

Formal invitations (including agenda, rsvp cards, location of meeting, etc.) will be sent out in the next few days to 
your agency point of contact.  Please let us know by February 16, 2007 if you and/or others from your agency will 
be attending the meeting.  

Thanks, 

Carol 

Carol D. Hood 
Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN 47715 
(812) 479-6200/Fax: (812) 479-6262 
Email:  chood@blainc.com 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

RECEIVED 

FEB ~ 8 2007 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

FEB ·2 0 2007 

AEPL Y TO THE A TIENTION OF: 

BLA- f".iAi\SVILLE 

Robert F. Tally, Jr., Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Karl B. Browning, Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 North Senate Ave., Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

B-19J 

RE: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Section 1: Evansville to Oakland City. CEQ No. 20060518 . 

Dear Mr. Tally and Mr. Browning: 

Thank you for submitting the above-referenced document. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency Region 5 (U.S. EPA) reviewed the I-69 Section 1 Tier 2 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), pursuant to Section 1 02(2)(C) of the national 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The purpose 
of this letter and enclosure is to provide you with the results ofthe U.S. EPA review. 

The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS is the first of six Tier 2 DEISs submitted for our review for 
the 142-mile-long I-69 (Evansville to Indianapolis) project. I-69 is currently proposed as 
a freeway facility that utilizes interchanges for access control. Section 1 is the southern 
most section and is approximately 13 miles in length. The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS 
identifies Alternative 4 as the Section 1 preferred route alignment alternative that also 
includes the locations of access roads and interchanges. 

The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS is informative and reflects efforts made by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Indiana Department of Transportation 
(INDOT) to use adequate detailed information in the development of the eight Section 1 
Tier 2 DEIS route alignment alternatives in order to avoid and minimize impacts. The 
differences between the alternatives in the type and level of impacts to resources are not 
compelling. The majority of the direct impacts in Section 1 are to farmland. The 
preferred alternative has the least amount of direct impacts to streams, but more impacts 
to wetlands than other feasible Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS alternatives. However, the 
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preferred alternative has less than 2 acres of direct wetland impacts. The predicted loss 
of upland forest is 33 acres. 

The Section 1 Tier 2 EIS sets a standard for the type and level of information and 
analysis that FHW A and INDOT will utilize for the next five I-69 Tier 2 EISs, where the 
complexity of the resources and alternatives issues will increase substantially. 
Consequently, while the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS provides an adequate level of detail and 
analysis for Tier 2 Section 1 NEP A decision making, the Tier 2 EIS for Section 1 would 
benefit from additional discussion, clarification, and correction in the following areas: 
(1) Selection of the Preferred Alternative, (2) Air Quality (PM2.5 and Carbon Monoxide 
Hotspot Analyses and Mobile Source Air Toxics), (3) Waters of the U.S. I Streams and 
Wetlands, and (4) Mitigation. See the ~nclosure to this letter for our detailed comments 
on the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS. We request this additional information be included in the 
Section 1 Tier 2 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Many of our comments 
concerning the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS may also apply to the I-69 Tier 2 EISs for Sections 
2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. We recommend you consider our comments and incorporate our 
recommendations, as appropriate, when developing the Tier 2 DEISs for those sections. . . 

We continue to recommend disclosure, to the resource agencies, the public and decision 
makers, of the direct and indirect impacts associated with the entire 142-mile-long I-69 
Indianapolis to Evansville alignment identified in the Tier 2 studies and identify the 
mitigation measures that will be undertaken to compensate for those impacts. At this 
time, it is uncertain how impacts for each Tier 2 Section and compensatory mitigation 
measures will be tracked to insure that adequate mitigation occurs for all losses incurred 
in each Tier 2 Section and throughout the entire 1-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) project. 

We advise that a clear method be designed and identified now, before the first Tier 2 
Record ofDecision, in order to keep track of these impacts and mitigation measures, 
especially compensatory mitigation measures. This is important since compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to a variety of different resources (e.g., wetlands, upland forest, 
riparian forest) are being proposed at sites that are well outside a Tier 2 Section study 
area where the impacts occur. In addition, the potential compensatory mitigatio_n sites are 
proposed as sites that could be utilized for more than one type of resource impact as well 
as for impacts from multiple Tier 2 Sections. Without a well-designed mechanism to 
track impacts and account for their mitigation, it is uncertain whether impacts to 
resources of concern will be adequately compensated for if the I-69 project moves 
forward. We recommend that an overall I-69 impacts/mitigation tracking method be 
developed, explained and included, in all Tier 2 EISs, including the Section 1 Tier 2 
FEIS. We recommend this be made a discussion topic during the FHW A/INDOT I-69 . 
All Agency Meeting on March 1, 2007. 

We rate the I-69 Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS preferred alternative LO (Lack of Objections). 
EPA has assigned an LO rating to the proposed preferred alternative (Alternative 4) 
because we have riot identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive 
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changes to the proposal for Section 1 of the 1-69 project. However, our review has 
disclosed .opportunities for FHW A and INDOT to further identify and disclose proposed 
mitigation measures and their implementation in the NEP A document without making 
substantial changes to the Section 1 Tier 2 proposal. Enclosed· is a copy of EPA's rating 
definitions sheet. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions about U.S. EPA's 
comments, please contact Virginia Laszewski at 312-886-7501 or email her at 
laszewski.virginia@epa.gov. ·we look forward to reviewing the I-69 Tier 2 FEIS for 
Section 1 .. 

Sincerely, 

;tffiR~ · 
Kenneth A. West . e, Chief 
NEP A Implem tation Section 

Enclosures: 2 

cc: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Louisville District, Attention: CELRL-OP-F, 
P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY 40401-0059 (Doug Shelton/Amy Babey) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services 
Office, 620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 (Scott Pruitt/ 
Andy King) 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water Quality, 
· Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program, 100 N. Senate A venue, 

MC 65-40, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251 (Jason Randolph, South Area 
Project Manager) 

Indiana Department ofNatural Resources, 402 W. Washington St., Rm W264, 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 (Matt Buffington) 
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U.S. EPA Comments Concerning the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Volumes I and II 
Section 1 - Evansville to Oakland City 

CEQ No. 20060518. 

Many of our comments concerning the 1-69 Section 1 Tier 2 Draft Environmental hnpact 
Statement (DEIS) and recommendations for the Section 1 Tier 2 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) may apply to all six Tier 2 EISs. 

Recommendation: FHWA and INDOT should consider our comments when preparing 
the Tier 2 EISs for Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 ofthe I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project. 

SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Selection of Preferred Alternative: The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS and associated 
documents presented a great deal of background work in identifying arid assessing the 
natural resources of the study corridor. As the first National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A) document in a series of six, the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS also sets the tone for the 
five additional I-69 Tier 2 EISs, where the complexity of the resource and alternatives 
issues will increase. The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should provide clear explanations of the 
choices made and the reasons behind them, especially in the balancing o.f a wide range of 
human and natural factors. Doing so will best inform the public and decision-makers, 
and provide advance progress on future permitting issues. The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS 
(Chapter 6, Section 6.3- Selection of Preferred Alignment Alternative) does not identify 
how an alternative's disadvantages were taken into consideration and weighed against its 
advantages when identifying the preferred alternative. · 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should provide a more robust explanation 
of how the preferred alternative was chosen, based on the various factors that needed to 
be considered, including the alternative's disadvantages in Chapter 6, Section 6.3 -
Selection of Preferred Alignment Alternative. 

Note: This recommendation applies to all I-69 Tier 2 EISs. Also, see our comments 
below under Waters of the U.S. heading concerning selection of the preferred alternative 
and Clean Wa~er Act Section 404 compliance. 

AIR QUALITY 

PM2.5 Hot Spot Analysis: The qualitative PM2.5 hotspot analysis was not included in 
the Tier 2 DEIS nor was there a discussion of the criteria for evaluating the project to 
determine if it is a "project of air quality concern" as defined by the transportation 
conformity regulation. The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS on page 5-143 states that the 
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consultation will be completed once the FEIS preferred alternative has been identified 
and refers to the FHWA Policy Memorandum: Air Quality Conformity, dated 
May 20, 2003. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should include the qualitative PM2.5 
hotspot analysis and a discussion of the criteria for evaluating the project to determine if 
it is a ''project of a,ir quality concern" as defined by the tra,nsportation conformity 
regulation. 

Note: All Tier 2 DEISs should discuss expected traffic levels and the reasons why the 
project is or is not a "project of air quality concern." U.S. EPA awaits consultation with 
appropriate agencies. 

Carbon· Monoxide Hot Spot Analysis: The carbon monoxide (CO) hot spot analysis 
used only 8 receptor locations when conducting the modeling analysis. There is no 
discussion as to why these 8 locations are representative of the worst case conditions. 
There is an explanation as to the criteria used to select the interchange which carries the 
highest volume of traffic on page 5-141. Those criteria are acceptable. 

The Guidelines for modeling CO from roadway intersections in Section 2 Receptor Siting 
states that receptors should be located where the maximum total project concentration is 
likely to occur: The gilidance states, "Receptors s~ould be located at sites in the vicinity 
of those portions of the intersection where traffic is likely to be the greatest and the most 
congested, e.g. along a queue." For an.interchange, the receptors should be located 
where a queue may form or where traffic would be going slowly. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should document that the receptor siting 
for the CO modeling clearly justifies the receptor locations as representing a worst case 
scenario or additional modeling should be conducted to include other locations and lower 
speeds for areas that niay have queues and this information included in the Section 1 Tier 
2 FEIS. . 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis: The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS stated that the 
document included a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of the project 
(p. 5-146). U.S. EPA agrees that a basic descriptive or qualitative discussion ofMSAT 

· impacts is appropriate for Section 1 of this project; however, that basic analysis was not 
included in the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS. 

Recommendation: We recommend a qualitative MSAT analysis and discussion for 
Section 1 of the overall 1-69 project be included in the Tier 2 FEIS. 

Tools for MSAT Analysis: The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS maintained that certain 
information and tools for MSAT analyses were unavailable, incomplete, or not applicable 
(pages 5-146 - 5-149). U.S. EPA disagrees. The discussion of limitations in the 
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dispersion models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, is outdated. While it is true that the 
CALINE and CAL3QHC were developed and validated a number of years ago, as stated 
in the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS, they continue to undergo validation. A number of recent 
studies have determined that CALINE, especially "CALINE4," accurately predicts 
ambient concentrations in near-roadway environments for both gaseous and particulate 
pollutants. (see; for example, Gramatnev et al., Atmospheric Environment, volume 37, 
pages 465-474, 20.03; Zhang et al., Atmospheric Environment, volume 39, pages 4155-
4166, 2005). A joint UC Davis - Caltrans report, entitled "A' Survey of Air Quality 
Dispersion Models for Project-Level Conformity Analysis" (June 19, 2006), concluded 
that available models are appropriate for modeling project-level dispersion of on-road 
and construction emissions, contradicting the language in the DEIS. Based on these 
recent studies and report, CAL1NE4 can be an appropriate tool for dispersion analysis of 
MSATs. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS summaries should be updated or 
corrected. The discussion of uncertainties in "Dispersion" should be removed and 
replaced with an updated discussion ofthe use ofCALINE4. 

Note: This recommendation should be applied to all I-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

"Exposure Levels and Health Effects:" The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS discussion of 
"Exposlire Levels and Health Effects" was also inaccurate. U.S. EPA has long-standing 
experience and has published peer-reviewed guidance for evaluating long-term health 
effects, including cancer risk. Recently, EPA has published an Air Toxics Risk 
Assessment Reference Library (http://www.epa:gov/ttn/fera/risk_atra_main.html) that 
addresses the precise concerns raised in the air quality analysis - namely how to develop 
appropriate exposure scenarios in a risk assessment While we agree that there are always 
uncertainties associated with such im analysis, most of the uncertainties would be 
consistent across alternatives, and thus such an analysis would still be sufficient for 
distinguishing between the impacts among scenarios and informing mitigation. 

Recommendation: The discussion of uncertainties in "Exposure Levels and Health 
Effects" should be replaced with a discussion of possible exposure scenarios typically 
used by EPA in air toxics risk assessments. 

Note: EPA is not recommending that FHW A perform a human health risk assessment in 
this section of this project. We do, however, acknowledge that such assessments are 
possible, and when human health risk assessments are pursued, we would be willing to 
assist FHW A in developing meaningful exposure scenarios. 

Toxicity Information: The Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS air quality analysis provides toxicity 
information for the six MSATs of most concern. We agree with the need to provide this 
information in the Tier 2 DEIS, but note that the primary health concern for acrolein is 
not cancer, but rather a respiratory endpoint (nasal lesions, 
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http://www.epa.gov/iris/subst/0364.htm#refinhal). Similarly, benzene (decreased 
I ymphocyte count. http://www .epa. gov/iris/subst/02 7 6 .htm#refinhal). acetaldehyde 
(degeneration of the olfactory epithelium, 
http://www.epa.gov/iris/subst/0290.htm#refinbal). formaldehyde (respiratory. 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp lll-c2.pdf). and 1 ,3-butadiene (ovarian atrophy. 
http://www.epa.gov/IRIS/subst/0139.htm#refinhal) all have non-cancer health endpoints 
of potential concern. 

Recommendation: The summary of toxicological endpoints included in the Tier 2 FEIS 
should additionally include health endpoints other than cancer for acrolein, benzene, 
acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, and 1 ,3-butadiene. Cancer is not a known health endpoint 
for acrolein. Therefore, references to potential carcinogenicity for acrolein should be 
removed. 

Note: Please apply this information to the other 1-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES I STREAMS AND WETLANDS 

Stream Assessments: Water resources in the Section 1 study area have been subjected 
to substantial human alteration. Many streams have been legally classified as regulated 
drains, and the structural and habitat losses from their dredging. relocation and riparian 
vegetation remov~l are reflected in the stream assessment data. using the Qualitative 
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) and the Headwaters Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) 
methods. As the HHEI methodology for headwaters streams is newer and has been less 
widely used, it will be important to cite the source for the quality interpretation ofHHEI 
data used on p. 5-266 in the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS. More commonly. the HHEI 
categories are represented as having potential for supporting different kinds of aquatic 
life rather than for a quality assessment. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should identify the source for the quality 
interpretation ofHHEI data used on Page 5-266 of the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS. 

Impaired Water Bodies: The Clean Water Act seeks to improve impaired waters, as 
well as to maintain higher quality water resources. Although there are no water bodies 
designated as impaired on the Indiana Department of Environmental Management's 
303(d) list within the Section 1 Tier 2 study corridor, streams within the impact area flow 
downstream to some water bodies that are designated impaired (pages 4-64 and 5-288). 
However, the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS did not allow the reader to easily identify the 
location of these impaired water bodies in relation to the project corridor streams that 
flow into them. The document neither identified the specific reasonls for each stream's 
impaired designation nor discussed how the construction and operation of a new highway 
may impact these already impaired downstream water bodies. 
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Recommendation: A map added to the Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS would be a key addition 
to understanding the relationship of the proposed project and its impact on these 
downstream resources. It would also help the reviewer understand where these water 
bodies are located in the stream network in relation to the proposed project. 

Recommendation: The FEIS needs to state what conclusions can be drawn about the 
impacts of building a new highway on not onlythe local drainage network but its 
contribution to its downstream network, including the identified impairments in listed 
water bodies. 

Stream Mitigation: Impacts of the proposed preferred alternative include re-routing 
2,850 linear feet of small streams and enclosing additional portions in culverts. Although 
the need for stream mitigation was discussed on page 5-292, it was not well covered in 
the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS mitigation chapter (Chapter 7), other than a list of good 
practices in Section 7.3.12. Describing how these adverse impacts will be mitigated 
through compensatory mitigation is an area needing more attention in the Section 1 Tier 2 
FEIS and will provide important information for the permitting phase. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should provide more detailed information 
on how adverse impacts will be mitigated through compensatory stream mitigation. 

In WRAP: Wetlands in the study area were described based on the Indiana Wetland 
Rapid Assessment Protocol (In WRAP) method. We do not disagree with its use for the 
Tier 2 documents, but are aware that this is a major field test of this rapid assessment 
methodology in a different region of the state than where it was developed. Have there 
been any technicai lessons learned from this wider application of In WRAP? This is an 
issue that can be shared with the agencies, rather than be a major topic in the Tier 2 FEIS. 

Note: All Tier 2 Sections should be mindful of the potential linguistic bias of In WRAP, 
where the highest possible score is characterized as "good." 

Tier 1 CW A Section 404 Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 
(LEDPA): The Section 1 Tier 2 text in Chapter 1 (page 1-8) indicated that FHW A and 
INDOT concluded that its Tier 1 preferred al.temative corridor for the overall 1-69 
(Evansville to Indianapolis) was consistent with the LEDPA under the 404(b)(l) 
guidelines. This phrasing was inappropriate, as it implied that FHW A and INDOT have 
more authority in reaching this conclusion. The U.S . Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
must make the LEDP A determination during Clean Water Act (CW A) Section 404 
permitting for the 1-69 project. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should qualify the LEDPA statement to 
fully disclose that it is the Corps that must make the LEDP A determination for Clean 
Water Act Section 404 permitting purposes for the 1-69 project. 
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Note: This recommendation would apply to all six Tier 2 Section EISs. 

Tier 2 Section 1, Selection ofNEPA Preferred Alternative (Chapter 6, Section 6.3) 
and CW A Section 404 permitting: Much attention was paid in the Section 1 Tier 2 
DEIS to identifying, delineating and characterizing wetlands, and many other 
environmental·factors, so that the.differences between the alternatives were well 
presented with data. What was absent was a full discussion of all the factors and trade
offs, disadvantages as well as advantages, in the evaluation and selection of the preferred 
alternative. The 404 regulations presume that a highway project, as a non-water
dependent activity, totally avoids impacts to wetlands, as special aquatic sites. If that 
proves impossible, then FHW AIINDOT must reduce the amount of impact to wetlands. 
Even though a moderate amount ofwetland acres is proposed for filling within Section 1, 
the preferred alternative has the highest wetland impact level within all the alternatives 
proposed,as shown on Table 5.19-3. Discussing the rationale for selecting the preferred 
alternative in the Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS will enhance the document and prepare for the 
404 permitting phase for Section 1. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should provide a full discussion of the 
factors and trade-offs made for the selection of the proposed NEP A "preferred" 
alternative, including how an alternative's disadvantages as well as its advantages were ' 
considered in arriving at the decision. We recommend this full discussion be included in 
Section 6. 3.1 (Rationale for Selection of Preferred Alignment Alternative) of the Tier 2 
FEIS. 

Note: This recommendation may apply to all six I-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

MITIGATION 

Potential Wetland Compensatory Mitigation Sites: Any unavoidable wetlands 
impacts will need mitigation. That mitigation needs to be identified both conceptually 
during the NEPA process and specifically at the time of Section 404 permitting. The 
1991 Memorandum ofUnderstanding (MOU) in force has sufficient ratios to apply for 
mitigation for unavoidable wetland loss. The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should reflect 
progress made on identifying specific prospective wetland restoration sites at Pigeon 
Creek, the Lost Hill area or elsewhere. There was no discussion in Section 7.2 about the 
wetland restoration potential of these proposed mitigation sites. The Lost Hill alternative 
promoted only wetland preservation, which is acceptable to EPA only in exceptional 
circumstances, where there is a demonstrable threat to the specific resource area proposed 
for preservation. Restoring former wetlands acres contributes to offsetting the loss from 
filling wetland, especially in a State which has lost nearly 90 per cent of its historic 
wetlands resources. Attention must be paid to the hydrological and ecosystem success of 
the restoration effort overall, in addition to what it will contribute to wildlife habitat. 
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Mitigation will be important whether or not the wetland is regulated under Federal or 
State jurisdiction. · 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should reflect progress made on 
identifying specific prospective wetland restoration sites at Pigeon Creek, the Lost Hill 
area and elsewhere. The Tier 2 FEIS discuss the wetland restoration potential of these 
proposed mitigation sites. 

PotentiatHazards to Compensatory Mitigation Sites: When considering 
compensatory mitigation sites, consider the potential for the reversal of mitigation 
projects through possible actions of drainage districts or holders of mineral rights, 
especially for mining. Practices and protection mechanisms, designed for perpetuity, 
must not be degraded from these activities. The Indiana DNR land acquisition group 
may be able to provide Indiana-specific expertise in these issues. We will also share 
what we can learn from the Ohio experience. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should identify and discuss the likelihood . 
of drainage districts and/or mineral rights holders' legal capacity to undermine any 
stream restoration and/or wetland restoration compensation sites (as well as upland forest 
compensation sites) from being protected in perpetuity. If necessary, identify the 
measures that would need to be taken to insure that restoration/compensation sites will be 
protected in perpetuity for the I-69 project 

Note: This comment and recommendation may apply to all Tier 2 I-69 EISs. 

Revised Tier I Conceptual Forest and Wetland Mitigation and Enhancement Plan 
(January 31, 2006): The Section 1 DEIS often referred the reader to this 2006 plan. 
However, this plan was not included it in the Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS. In addition, the 
Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS did not identify how this plan differs from the original 2003 plan. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS specifically identify the changes that were 
made from the 2003 plan and explain their relevance. Also, include a copy of the Revised 
Tier I Conceptual Forest and Wetland Mitigation and Enhancement Plan (January 31, 
2006) in the Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS. 

Note: This recommendation would apply to all 1-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

Tracking Project-wide Impacts and Mitigation: As we indicated in the cover letter, 
we continue recommend disclosure, to the resource agencies, the public and decision 
makers, of the direct and indirect impacts associated with the entire 142-mile-long I-69 
Indianapolis to Ev_ansville alignment identified in the Tier 2 studies and identify the 
mitigation measures that will be undertaken to compensate for those impacts. At this 
time, it is uncertain how impacts for each Tier 2 Section and compensatory mitigation 
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measures will be tracked to insure that adequate mitigation occurs for all losses incurred 
in each Tier 2 Section and throughout the entire l-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) project. 

We request that a clear method be designed and identified now, before the first Tier 2 
Record ofDecision, in order to keep track of these impacts and mitigation measures, 
especially compensatory mitigation measures. This is important since compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to a variety of different resources (e.g., wetlarids, upland forest, 
riparian forest) are being proposed at sites that are well outside a Tier 2 Section study 
area where the impacts occur. Potential compensatory mitigation sites are proposed as 
sites that could be utilized for more than one type of resource impact as well as for 
impacts from multiple Tier 2 Sections. In addition, it is proposed that the forest 
compensation (Chapter 5, page 5-319) mitigation ratio may be higher or lower than the . 
3: 1 ratio on a per section basis, but that it would average out of the course of the entire 
six Section project. Without a well thought out mechanism to keep track of impacts and 
account for their mitigation it is uncertain whether impacts to resources of concern will 
be adequately compensated for if the I-69 project moves forward. 

Recommendation: We recommend that an overall I-69 impacts/mitigation tracking 
method be developed, explained and included, in all Tier 2 EISs, including the Section 1 
Tier 2 FEIS. 

1-69 Community Planning Process: Given the already significant loss .and/or 
degradation in the Section 1 study area to resources of concern such as streams, wetlands 
and upland forest, .due to farming, mining and industrial activities, it is important to 
disclose whether local communities and counties have participated in the I-69 
Community Planning Process and identify what measures they propose to undertake in 
order to protect and enhance resources of concern in their local community and/or 
county. This will aid INDOT in deciding on the mitigation measures needed to help 
protect and enhance the environment during final design. 

Recommendation: The Section I Tier 2 FEIS should provide an update on the status of 
the I-69 Community Planning Process. The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should identify 
whether or not the communities in Section 1 have participated in this process, what 
measures they plan to impl~ment (e.g., land use plans, zoning, regulations) and when in 
order to protect and enhance resources of concern in their local community and/or 
county. 

Note: This recommendation would apply to all I-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

Construction Impacts/ Air Quality: In order to protect air quality in the project area 
during construction, we recommend INDOT consider strategies to reduce diesel 
emissions, such as project construction contracts that require the use of equipment with 
clean diesel engines and the use of clean diesel fuels. 
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Recommendatio~: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should discuss the feasibility of utilizing 
this type of mitigation for this project and disclose whether or not INDOT will consider 
or commit to implementing these strategies. 

Note: This recommendation would apply to all I-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

Roadway/Interchange Lighting: It is unclear if any portion of the project will require 
lighting: 

Recommendation: INDOT should consider using energy-efficient, low-impact lighting. 
The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should discuss whether INDOT will commit to using this type 
of lighting. We also recommend this information be included in all I-69 Tier 2· EISs. 

Note: This recommendation would apply to all I-69 Tier 2 EISs. 

Wildlife Crossings: We concur with INDOT's commitment to include three wildlife 
crossings in Section 1: ( 1) Pigeon Creek (South Segment), (2) unnamed intermittent 
creek south ofCR600S (Central Segment), and (3) wooded areas along CR 450S (North 
Segment). 

Upland Forest Mitigation: We concur with the 3:1 mitigation ratio proposed for the 
loss ofupland forest. However, in the section on forest mitigation (Chapter 5, Page 319), 
the text indicates that the forest mitigation ratios might be higher or lower than the 3: 1 
ratio on a per section basis, but that it would average out of the course ofthe entire six 
Section project. The document fails to explain the process that will be used to ensure that 
this occurs. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should explain how the 
mitigation/compensation work will be coordinated between the different sections. It 
should also explain how FHW A and INDOT are going to ensure that the average ratios 
are attained. The FEIS should explain how mitigation efforts would be monitored or how 
mitigation efforts that extend into the other sections would be coordinated and kept track 
of. 

Note: This recommendation would apply to all l-69 Tier 2 EISs. 
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DOCUMENT CLARITY- FIGURES/MAPS, TABLES, DEFINITIONS, ERRATA 

Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS- Volume I 

Chapters 4 and 5, Pages 4-90 and 5-137- Correct the text here to read as follows: 
Generally, when levels of pollutants do not exceed the short tenn standards more than 
once per year, an area is considered in attainment_ of the NAAQS (National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards). An area that does not meet NAAQS for one or more pollutants, will 
be designated by ·the EPA as is lrnow as a "nonattainment area". Areas that were 
fonnerly in nonattainment and now meet the NAAQS may petition for redesignation to 
attainment. The State must submit and EPA can approve a maintenance plan which 
covers a 1 0 year period: These areas are called are considered "maintenance areas" and 
the CAA calls for the State to update the maintenance plan for another 10 years for a total 
period of 20 years. 

Chapter 4, Page 4-91 - The abbreviation for Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
on this page has the letters "T" and "R" transposed. 

Chapter 5, Page 5-29 - Delete one of the repeated sentences that begin with 
"community impact ... "in the first paragraph. 

Table 5.10-2, Page 5-152 - Please explain what the difference is between noise activity 
categories B and E in this table. 

Chapter 5, Page 5-222 - The text concerning the Copperbelly Water Snake seems to be 
missing something. The text suggests that the color of the snake's underbelly leads to 
this project having no impact. The Tier 2 Section 1 FEIS should clarify the text here. 

Chapter 5, Page 5-294 - In the middle of the page, the text refers to Table 5.24.3 from 
the Tier 1 FEIS concerning mean concentrations of pollutants in rural highway runoff. 
Recommendation: It would be helpful to the reviewer if this Table is inserted here in 
the Tier 2 FEIS. 

Chapter 11, Page 11-35 - The chart on this page sometimes refers to U.S. EPA Region 5 
as U.S. EPA District 5. Please change "District" to "Region" to correctly reflect our 
official name: U.S. EPA Region 5. 

Chapter 13, Section 13.1 Glossary of Terms - Include the tenn "Core Goal" and its 
definition. (Also add to the Summary- Glossary of Key Terms, pages S-32 - S-36.) 

Chapter 13, Section 13.1 Glossary of Terms, Page 13-9 - For "Purpose and Need" we 
suggest you replace the words "environmental project" with "environmental impact 
statement." (Also amend in the Summary- Glossary of Key Terms, pages S-32 - S-36.) 
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Chapter 13, Section 13.1 Glossary of Terms, Page 13-13- "Wetland" is identified here 
as a type of"land use." While "wetland" is used as a type ofland use category in part of 
this document it is also used in the context of a regulated water body (a water of the 
U.S.). We suggest a clearer definition be included here, whether or not it is a regulatory 
one. (See the definition you provided in the Summ~- Glossary of Key Terms, pageS-
36.) 

' 
Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS- Volume II (on CD only) 

Appendix B- Agency Coordination Correspondence: We were sent CD versions of 
Volume II (no hard copies). Appendix B consists of321 individual electronic files that 
are FHW A/INDOT/Agency meeting minutes, letters, emails to and from FHW AIINDOT 
and the resource· agencies. These files are listed by date sequence in an index (one of the 
electronic files that make up Appendix B). However, the sequence of the set up of the 
electronic files on the CD is not in the order that the files are listed on the Appendix B 
index. Consequently, it is extremely time consuming for the reader of the Section. I Tier 2 
DEIS to find a particular agency letter or meeting minutes. 

Recommendation: The Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS should include a well indexed hard copy 
of Appendix B or the electronic files be reconfigured on the CD to match the listed 
sequence of files on the Appendix B index or some such other method be devised to 
allow the reader to easily find and access what ever particular agency correspondence, 
meeting ~inutes, etc. they may be interested in reading. 

Appendix B- Agency Coordination Correspondence- Meeting Minutes, 
ToU!Schedule Meeting with USEPA- Thursday, November 10, 2005 a.m. EST: 
These meeting minutes contain several errors. For example, the minutes identify Amy 
Babey as the USEP A representative at the meeting. She is a Corps represeq.tative. No on 
from USEP A is ·actually listed as an attendee at this meeting. In addition, the text in the 
body of the meeting minutes concerns Section 6, Purpose and Need, and Access 
Altematiyes and not Toll/Schedule. 

Recommendation: This file should be removed from the Section 1 Tier 2 EIS. 



SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION* 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive ·changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental impacts. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
impacts. · · · 

EO-Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate 
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or 
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA 
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO-Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review bas identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public he·alth or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS 
sate, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1-Adeguate 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alterative and 
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category 2-Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably 
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the fmal EIS. 

Category 3-Inadeguate 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of 
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is 
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made 
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant 
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

·From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment 
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Interagency Consultation – Ozone Conformity Process for Greene County 
 

Meeting Summary 
 

March, 1, 2007  
 

Attendees: 
 
INDOT:  Dan Buck, Roy Nunnally, Geraldine Lampley, Frank Baukert, et.al. 
IDEM:  Scott Deloney, Steve Seals,  
EPA:   Pat Morris 
FHWA: Larry Heil 
BLA:  Dean Munn 
 
Meeting Summary: 
 
Background - Greene County was designated as a basic non-attainment area for 
the 8 hour ozone standard in April 2004. Greene County was subsequently re-
designated as a maintenance area in November 2005. An approved SIP with 
budgets for mobile source emissions of VOC and NOx is in place. The conformity 
process is being initiated because of the imminent release of I-69 Tier 2 draft 
EIS’s for sections 3 and 4. 
 
Mobile 6.2 input assumptions – This project will use identical assumptions as 
were used by IDEM for SIP development for Greene County in 2005. Mobile 6.2 
details are attached. 
 
Analysis Years - The years 2010, 2015, 2025, and 2035 will be analyzed. EPA 
says that all years must be modeled, with no interpolation of VMT allowed. BLA 
will be required to develop land use scenarios, other model inputs (trucking and 
external travel), network scenarios, and model runs representing each of the 
analysis years. 
 
I-69 construction termini and open to traffic dates are not finalized. INDOT will 
provide details prior to model network coding and analysis. 
 
I-69 Henderson to Evansville project (new Ohio River bridge) will not be included 
in the conformity modeling for Greene County.  
 
Supplemental Items -  
 
Supplemental discussion was also included on the agenda regarding the need 
for PM 2.5 hotspot analysis for the I-69 Sections 1 and 2 EIS’s.  
 
The Section 2 I-69 Tier 2 EIS study corridor passes through Pike County. 
Washington Township in Pike County is part of the Evansville PM 2.5 Non-



Attainment Area, so it is necessary to decide whether or not the project is of air 
quality concern for PM 2.5 which would trigger a qualitative hot spot analysis. 
Traffic modeling forecasts comparing build and no build scenarios for the I-69 
project were provided to the group and the group consensus was that the project 
did not generate sufficient traffic to warrant a qualitative analysis. The 
Interagency Consultation Group concurred that the Washington Township of Pike 
County portion of the I-69 project is not of air quality concern. 
 
The Section 1 I-69 Tier 2 EIS study corridor passes through Gibson County, a 
portion of which (Montgomery Township) is part of the Evansville PM 2.5 Non-
Attainment Area. The I-69 project does not pass through or near Montgomery 
Township. Also, the project study area abuts with, but does not go into, 
Vanderburgh County, so it is necessary to decide whether or not the project is of 
air quality concern for PM 2.5 which would trigger a qualitative hot spot analysis. 
Traffic modeling forecasts comparing build and no build scenarios for the I-69 
project were provided to the group showed that the build scenario has more than 
10,000 truck trips per day in Vanderburgh County. This area is outside the I-69 
study corridor, but within the area being modeled. Since, the forecasted heavy 
truck traffic is not occurring directly in the I-69 study area the issue remained 
unresolved as to whether the project is of air quality concern or not. FHWA and 
EPA plan to get clarification from OTAQ and HQ and report back to the group in 
a subsequent conference call. 
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Overall Agency Coordination Meeting 
 

 
AGENDA  

 
Thursday, March 1, 2007    

9:00 AM to 4:00 PM (EST/Indy Time)   
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center   Indianapolis, IN      

  
 
Morning Session (9:00 AM to 12:00 PM)   
 
 9:00 a.m. – Welcome & Introductions    Tom Seeman/Michelle Hilary (INDOT)  
        Anthony DeSimone (FHWA)  
 
  9:15 a.m. – Project Schedule     Kent Ahrenholtz – PMC PM (BLA)   
 
 9:45 a.m. – Section Project Status Section 1  Roger Wade (Qk4)  

Section 2 Joe Leindecker (HWC/Jacobs Civil Team)  
     Section 3  David Pluckebaum (Corradino Group)  
     Section 4  Bruce Hudson (DLZ)  
     Section 5  Mary Jo Hamman (Michael Baker)  
     Section 6  Tim Miller (HNTB)  
  

11:15 a.m. – Section 1 DEIS & Comments    Mike Grovak – PMC Deputy PM (BLA)   
  
 11: 45 a.m. – Open Informal Discussion with Agencies  Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 
Lunch (12:00 PM to 1:30 PM):  Local Restaurants   
 
 
Afternoon Session (1:30 PM to 4:00 PM)     
 
 1:30 p.m. – Introduction to Afternoon    Tom Cervone, Ph.D. (BLA)   
 
 1:35 p.m. – Water Resources    Jeremy Kieffner (BLA)   
       Streams and Wetlands, Permitting, and Mitigation  
       Forest Mitigation  
       Compensatory Mitigation  
       Questions  
 

2:30 p.m. – Indirect and Cumulative Impacts   Tom Cervone, Ph.D. (BLA)/Sara Dyer  
(Dyer Environmental)  

 
 3:00 p.m. – Karst Update:  Section 4 and 5     Jason DuPont (BLA)     
       Questions  
 
      3:30 p.m. – Wrap Up and Additional Questions  
 
 4:00 p.m. – Conclusion      Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)    
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Overall Agency Coordination Team Meeting 
Indianapolis Traffic Management Center, Indianapolis, IN   

March 1, 2007, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. EST 
 

Attendees:  
  
1.  Carol Hood – BLA/PMC  29.Joe Leindecker – Jacobs/Section 2 PM 
2.  Henry Nodarse – BLA/PMC 30. Tim Miller – HNTB/Section 6 PM  
3.  Janice Osadczuk – FHWA   31. Brock Hoegh – HNTB/Section 6 DPM   
4.  Jon Eggen – IDNR  32. Franklin Lograsso – USDA Forest Serv./Hoosier Nat’l Forest  
5.  Christie Stanifer – IDNR  33. Andy King – USFWS    
6.  Matt Buffington – IDNR 34. Colleen Smith – FHWA  
7.  John Bacone – IDNR  35. Zachary Smith – IDNR, Forestry  
8.  Jason DuPont – BLA/PMC   36. Linda Weintraut – Weintraut & Assoc./PMC  
9.  David A. Butts – INDOT, Feasibility Engineering   37. John Carr – IDNR Historic Preservation & Archaeology  
10. Nick Batta – INDOT, Feasibility Engineering    38. Rick Jones – IDNR Historic Preservation & Archaeology  
11. Constance Leatherman – IDEM, Groundwater  39. Amy L. Johnson – IDNR Historic Preservation & Archaeology  
12. Jane Wehner – Qk4/Section 1, Deputy PM (DPM) 40. Julie Guenther – USEPA Region 5 (NEPA)    
13. Roger Wade – Qk4/Section 1 Project Manager (PM)  41. Netwon Ellens – USEPA Region 5  
14. Samuel Sarvis – INDOT Vincennes District   42. Kenneth Westlake – USEPA Region 5  
15. Debby Thomas – INDOT   43. Alice Roberts – Gray & Pape, Inc./PMC  
16. Tony DeSimone – FHWA   44. David Pluckebaum – Corradino/Section 3 PM  
17. E. Scott Johanson – IDEM, OLQ   45. Kevin Allison – Corradino/Section 3, Environmental  
18. Michelle Hilary – INDOT, Environmental Services   46. Richard Ray – Corradino/Section 3 DPM  
19. Michelle Allen – INDOT, Environmental Services  47. Virginia Laszewski – USEPA Region 5   
20. Jason Randolph – IDEM, OWQ   48. Al Ferlo – Akin Gump  
21. Michael Grovak – PMC/BLA  49. Steve Smith – INDOT, Planning   
22. Jim Peyton – Michael Baker/Section 5 DPM  50. Tom Seeman – INDOT, Project Management  
23. Mary Jo Hamman – Michael Baker/Section 5 PM   51. Kent Ahrenholtz – BLA/PMC  
24. James Ude – INDOT Seymour District   52. Ken Woodruff – FHWA  
25. Karl Leet – INDOT   53. Jeremy Kieffner – BLA/PMC  
26. Christopher Koeppel – INDOT    54. Tom Cervone – BLA/PMC  
27. Ben Lawrence – INDOT  55. Jim Hebenstreit – IDNR, Water   
28. Bruce Hudson – DLZ Indiana/ Section 4 PM  56. Kia Gillette – BLA/PMC  
  

 
 
Welcome and Opening Remarks        Tom Seeman and Tony DeSimone 
 
Introductions 
 
Project Schedules       Kent Ahrenholtz 
 

• Revised Schedule:  
o Re-evaluation of Tier 1 EIS  

 Request by INDOT to withdraw consideration of tolls in Tier 1 Re-evaluation – 
January 26, 2007  

 Response from FHWA with determination that no SEIS required and accepting 
INDOTs withdrawal – February 12, 2007   
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o Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies  
 Staggered EIS reviews  
 Section 1 

o DEIS – Comment period Closed February 20, 2007  
o FEIS – Federal Register notice target date of June 2007  
o Record of Decision – August 2007  

 Section 3 
o DEIS – Federal Register notice target date of April 2007 
o FEIS – Fall 2007  

 Sections 2 & 4  
o DEIS – Federal Register notice target dates – Late Spring and early 

Summer 2007 
o FEIS – Winter 2007/2008  

 Sections 5 & 6  
o DEIS – Fall 2007  
o FEIS – Spring/Summer 2008   

o Indiana Commerce Connector  
 May affect traffic volumes on Sections 5 and 6 
 Awaiting for action by the Indiana Legislature  

o Accelerated Project Development Activities   
 Preliminary design for Section 1 already in the process 
 The permitting process is underway  

o Construction Initiated in 2008  
 Preliminary design for Section 1 already in the process 
 Preliminary design in Section 1 will be from I-64 to SR 68  
 The first 2 miles and design-build is scheduled to start summer 2008 

 
Q: Has the right-of-way already started? (IDEM) 
A:  Yes it has. 

 
Q: What project will impact Section 5 and 6? (EPA) 
A. The Indiana Commerce Connector based on Indiana Legislature action.    
 
Q: How many EISs will be out at once? What about the wetland and stream reports? (IDNR) 
A:  No more than two will be out at any point in time.  We will attempt to stagger them 

atleast a month.  The wetland and stream reports are actually part of the DEIS appendix 
and are really being provided to the agencies as advance review.   

 
 

Tier 1 EIS Re-evaluation & Comments    Mike Grovak 
 

• Why Consider Tolling Now:  
o Major Legislative Changes   

 Six-year federal transportation bill (SAFETEA-LU) signed August 10, 2005 
 Much greater flexibility to mix toll and non-toll funding   
 Was discussed internally; could not be considered as an option during Tier 1  

o Major Toll Collection System Improvements   
 “Open road” tolling – fully electronic  
 Eliminate toll booth congestion and backups    

• Tier 1 Re-evaluation was not the “last word”:  
o A “high altitude” review of Toll Options    
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 Uniform toll rates  
 No variation by location or time    

o Comparison at a Tier 1 (Big Picture) level of detail    
o More detailed Tier 2 Studies  
o “Toll Funding” decision as part of Tier 2 RODs  

• Tier 1 Re-evaluation - Highlights:  
o Toll Option Performance Evaluation     

 Tier 1 goals and performance measures  
 More current traffic forecasting model  

o Year 2030 forecast year (vs. Year 2025 in Tier 1) 
o Significant technical enhancements to traffic model 
o Show non-toll performance on project goals along with that of toll options 

o Comparison with Non-Toll Option     
 Performance on some goals unaffected by tolling  

o Evansville to Indianapolis travel time   
o Personal accessibility  

 Performance on other goals reduced by tolling  
o Interstate and international freight movement  
o Crash reduction  
o Congestion relief  
o Economic development  

 Tradeoff between receiving benefits sooner vs. smaller magnitude of benefits 
o Impact Changes from Non-toll Option  

 Traffic Impacts  
o More traffic on other roads  
o Near US 41 and SR 37 – more significant  
o Some roads have more traffic than No Build  
o Very few experience a change in the level of service  

 Environmental Justice Impacts   
o Identifies potential issue to low-income persons 
o Would exist for most alternatives considered  
o Will need to be evaluated in Tier 2 Studies  

 Air Quality Impacts    
o Repeats Tier 1 assessment  
o Emissions in Vanderburgh and Marion counties remain within SIP 

budget 
o Cites additional issues for Tier 2  

▪ Additional areas in non-conformance  
▪ Additional emissions analyses (PM2.5 and 8-hour ozone)   

 Noise Impacts    
o Noise impacts diminished from non-toll  
o Less traffic means less noise 

 Indirect & Cumulative Impacts    
o Non-toll is worst case  
o Development in toll case would be no greater than non-toll  

• Tier 1 Re-evaluation – Overall Findings  
o Tolling compresses performance range of alternatives  
o Alternative 3C remains the preferred alternative   

 Best performer on project goals   
 Lowest aquatic-resource impacts among alternatives satisfying project purposes 

o No new significant impacts identified  
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• Tier 1 Re-evaluation – Other Issues  
o Clarification of Tier 1 ROD   

 Location of interchanges and access roads outside of corridor boundaries 
 Commitment regarding an interchange at Monroe/Greene County line  
 Commitment to bridge Patoka River floodplain 

• Has been follow up coordination with USFWS 
• Determined that there will be no change to this commitment.  

 
Q: What will the comment period be for the DEIS documents?  (EPA) 
A:  The schedule includes the standard 60 days for comments on the DEIS; however longer 

comment periods may be considered – for example, if two I-69 Tier 2 documents are 
circulating simultaneously.   

 
Section Status Reports  
      
Section 1 Presentation                   Roger Wade, Project Manager 
 

• Section 1 of the approved corridor is 13 miles long.   
• Begins at junction of I64 / I-164 / SR 57 and continues northward to SR 64 west of Oakland City. 
• Work tasks include environmental studies and analysis, preliminary design, and interchange 

locations and configurations  
o Tasks completed: 
o Identify property owners 
o Survey for endangered Indiana Bats  
o Identified wetlands and streams 
o Surveyed for historic cultural resources 
o Researched farmlands 
o Identified local needs  
o Surveyed schools, churches, and businesses  
o Gathered information on local infrastructure  
o Developed alternative alignments within project corridor  
o Published DEIS with a preferred alignment recommended  
o Held Public Hearing January 18, 2007  

• Public Involvement  
o Around 2 visitors to the project office each month 
o DEIS in the Federal Register on December 22, 2006  
o Approximately 150 attendees to the January 18th public hearing 
o Will be scheduling a Community Advisory Committee (CAC) sometime soon 
o Input of CAC and Public crucial to identifying Local Access Needs during development 

of alternatives:  
 Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, schools, businesses, 

etc.  
 Overpass locations – Nobles Chapel Road, Tepe Road, Somerville Road and 

others  
 Service roads/road relocations to maintain access to farmland, residences, work, 

etc.  
o Preferred Alternative recommended – Alternative 4  

 Key environmental features:  
o Three wildlife crossings proposed – Pigeon Creek, Smith Fork tributary 

(near CR 600S), CR 450S 
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o Bridges most of Pigeon Creek floodplain 
o Avoids large wetlands along Pigeon Creek  
o Least stream and wildlife habitat impacts  

o Proposed Schedule:  
 FEIS published – late spring 2007  
 ROD issued – summer 2007  
 Final design & ROW acquisition begins – late summer 2007  
 Construction – 2008  

 
Section 2 Presentation               Joe Leindecker, Project Manager 
 

• Section 2 of the approved corridor is 29 miles long. 
• Section 2 begins at SR 64 west of Oakland City and continues northward US 50 east of 

Washington.  
• Work tasks completed:  

o Surveys for Indiana bats, wetlands, stream and cultural resources 
o Refining alternatives base on environmental analysis, engineering feasibility, input from 

regulatory agencies and the public and cost  
• Tasks underway: 

o Preliminary DEIS with a preferred alternative recommended 
o Looking at 5 potential interchanges  

• Section 2 tasks ahead:  
o Publish DEIS  
o Public Hearing  
o Final Environmental Impact Statement 
o Record of Decision from FHWA 

• Preliminary Alignment Concepts 
o Alternative Evaluation Considerations:  

 Environmental Impacts:  Wetlands, Farmland, Forests, Stream crossings, cultural 
resources, cumulative and indirect 

 Agency and public input 
 Engineering feasibility  
 Cost  

 
Section 3 Presentation      Dave Pluckebaum, Project Manager 
 

• Section 3 of the approved corridor is 26 miles long. 
• Section 3 begins north of the US 50 Interchange east of Washington and it continues northward to 

US 231 northwest of Crane NSWC.  
• Work tasks:   

o DEIS – April 2007  
o Preliminary Engineering  

• Tasks completed or nearly completed:   
o DEIS with preferred alternative expected to be published – April 2007 
o Public Hearing – April 2007  
o Draft Engineer’s Report  

• Tasks ahead:   
o Final Environmental Impact Statement  
o Record of Decision from FHWA 

• Purpose & Need  
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o Increase personal accessibility for area residents  
o Improve traffic safety  
o Support local economic development initiatives  
o All alternatives satisfy local purpose and need in a similar manner   
o Purpose and Need will not be used in screening alternatives but will be used to select a 

preferred alternative  
• Preliminary Alignment Concepts  

o Alternative Evaluation Considerations  
 Environmental impacts 

• Floodplain impacts 
• Forest impacts 
• Residential relocations 
• Neighborhood 

 Impacts to agricultural land 
 Agency and public input 
 Engineering feasibility 
 Cost  

• Recommended Preferred Alternative 1 encounters:  
o Right-of-Way – 1.742 Acres (AC)  
o Agricultural land in RO – 1.509 AC  
o Residential relocations – 18  
o Business displacements – 2 
o Forests – 86 AC (16.2 AC core forest) 
o Open water (ponds) – 4.4 AC 
o Wetlands – 10.4 AC  
o Floodplain – 22 AC  
o Streams – 35.878 LF, including 4.918 LF relocation  
o Section 4(f) resources – 0 
o Historic resources – 1 visual impact  
o Archaeological resources – Phase 1a work in progress  
o Cost estimate - $393 million  

• Notable Natural Features   
o Primarily agricultural and rural residential lands  

 Approximately 87% of the corridor is agricultural  
 Residential relocations range from 18 to 20  

o 503 AC (17%) of forest within the corridor   
 Alternatives impact 85 to 87 AC  

o 140 AC (7%) of wetlands within the corridor   
 Alternatives impact 10.4 to 11.3 AC   

o Major Streams    
 North and South Forks of Prairie Creek, First Creek, and Doans Creek  

 
Section 4 Presentation                Bruce Hudson, Project Manager 
 

• Begins at US 231 and ends at SR 37, 26.5 miles long.  
• Rolling to hilly terrain. 
• The landscape is over 60% forested/undeveloped.  
• Several creeks are present:  Doan’s Creek, Black Ankle Creek, Plummer, and Indian Creek. 
• Agency Coordination  

o Recent Meetings  
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 Preliminary Alternatives Screening Meeting with Resource Agencies – August 
31, 2006 

 Historic Effects Meeting with SHPO and Consulting Parties – October 4, 2006  
o Milestone Schedule  

 Wetland Assessment Report – April/May 2007  
 Stream Assessment Report – May 2007 
 DEIS – July 2007  

• Environmental Resources  
o Cultural:  
o Final Historic Properties Report – Complete  
o APE and National Register Eligibility Findings – September 13, 2006  
o Draft Historic Effects Report  
o Archaeology Records Review  
o Karst:  
o Draft Karst Report – September 22, 2006  
o Cave and Spring Biota Survey  
o Water Resources:  
o Under 10 AC impacted  
o Wetland Assessment Report  
o Stream Assessment Report  

• Engineering Development  
o Traffic and Performance Measures      

 Traffic Predictions 
 Safety Analysis 
 Congestion Analysis 

o Mainline Alignments  
 Alternatives Carried Forward  
 New Hybrid 4A-1/A-2 Alignment  
 Subsection H  
 Waterway and local Road Bridges  
 Emergency Access Point  

o Interchanges  
 SR 54 Interchange – Discarded  
 County Line Interchange 
 SR 37 – Two Configurations  

 
Q: When will the Section 4 DEIS come out?  (IDNR)   
A:  It will be ready in early summer 2007.  

 
Q: Will you have topography maps for Section 4?  (USFWS)   
A:  Yes, we will have topography maps for all sections.  

Section 5 Presentation      Mary Jo Hamman, Project Manager  
 

• Local Purpose & Need identified in Tier 2 for Section 5:  
o Complete Section 5 of I-69 between Victor Pike South of Bloomington and SR 39 in 

Martinsville  
o Reduce existing and forecasted traffic congestion  
o Improve traffic safety  
o Support local economic development initiatives  

• Studies and Status  
o Studying 7 to 7 ½ interchanges for this section  
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o Cultural Resources  
 Architectural (Above ground resources)  

• Historic Properties Report – submitted 
• COE in progress 

 Archaeological (Below ground resources)  
• Field review – September 2004  
• Background Report – submitted  

 Cemeteries  
• Baseline Report – submitted  

o Natural Science  
 Threatened and Endangered Species  

• Indiana bat mist netting report – completed 
• Mussels, crayfish, and fishes – submitted   

 Wetlands – fieldwork completed, report in progress  
• Fieldwork completed – report in progress 

 Biological Pedestrian Survey 
• Fall and Spring Survey – completed   

 Stream Analysis  
• Fieldwork completed – report in progress 

 Floodplains/Floodways Analysis  
• Updated and incorporated  

o Physical Science  
 Karst Report – submitted July 2006  
 Hazardous waste, groundwater, geology, oil and gas, mines – in progress 

o Miscellaneous – in progress 
 Utilities relocation coordination  
 Air Quality  
 Noise   

• Alternative Development and Screening  
o Incorporation of Tier 1 Corridor and evaluation of Tier 1 access issues  
o Alternative development criteria include:  P&N, spacing, functional classification, cost, 

public input, INDOT long range plan, et al.   
o Environmental constraints include:  land use, environmental justice, karst, streams, 

wetlands, floodplains, TES, historic resources, et al.   
o Community and agency outreach – CAC meeting this summer  
o Alternative Screening Report – in progress  
o On-going discussion with INDOT & PMC regarding refinements to Low Impact 

Alternatives (Liberty Church area)  
 

Q: When will the Section 5 Screening Package be available?  (USEPA)   
A:  We are still working on this, no specific date yet.  
 
 

 Section 6 Presentation       Tim Miller, Project Manager 
 

• Section 6 is 26 miles.  
• Section 6 Local Purpose & Need: 

o Complete Section 6 located between SR 39 in Martinsville and I-465 in Indianapolis 
o Reduce forecasted traffic congestion  
o Improve traffic safety  
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o Facilitate and maintain east/west connectivity  
• Status of Environmental Studies:  

o Ecological  
  Wetland & Stream Identification – complete  
 Threatened and Endangered Species surveys – complete 
 Fish and Mussel surveys – complete  

o Section 106 
 Eligible Properties – 7  
 Historical District – 1 
 HPR – complete and in review at INDOT/FHWA  
 Draft Effects Report – in progress 
 Phase 1 Archaeological Report – reviewed by SHPO 

o Design  
 Development of Three Alternatives – complete 
 Development of Fourth Alternative – underway  

o Public Involvement  
 Perry Township Working Group – 7 meetings held in 2006 
 Martinsville Working Group – 4 meetings held in 2006 
 Utility Companies (Electric, water, sewer, gas, etc.)  
 Land Developers  
 Residential Developers  
 Project Office Visitors  
 Mobile Home Community Meetings & Environmental Justice Surveys  

• Spring & Sun Valley, Martinsville, IN – August 7, 2006  
• Oak Meadows Mobile Hole Park, Greenwood, IN – August 9, 2006  
• Over 100 in attendance  
• 59/198 Surveys Returned  
• Need for these community meetings and surveys:  
• Solicit feedback and provide information 
• Identify potentially unknown impacts through surveys  
• Provides additional information in DEIS  

 Land Use Development Pressures Continue Along Section 6:  
 There is a high need for an interchange at SR 37 & Southport Road,  because of 

the constant development – Aspen Lake Apartment Complex & Proposed Retail 
Development  

 Housing Developments Adjacent to SR 37: 
• 250 AC PUDs – 2 in Johnson County  
• 60 AC subdivision – 1 in Morgan County  
• 1,500 AC PUD and 18 hole golf course – proposed in Morgan County  

• Development and Screening   
o Incorporation of Tier 1 Corridor and Evaluation of Tier 1 access issues 
o Alternative development criteria includes: P&N, spacing, functional classification, cost, 

INDOT long range plan, traffic volume, et al  
o Environmental Constraints include:  land use, environmental justice, cemeteries, 

wetlands, utilities, parks, schools, farmlands, forests, et al  
o Community and Agency Outreach – continuing to work with these groups  

 Public involvement efforts  
 Martinsville working group 
 Perry Township working group 
 Stakeholder meetings  
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 Developer meetings  
 

Q: Give one example of how coordination with the mobile home community has affected 
project planning?   (USEPA)   

A: One example informs us how long it takes for them to home.   
 

Q: Will you need a permit for a treatment facility at the mobile home park?  (USEPA) 
A: We are not sure about this, will look into this. 

 
Q: Have you looked into ways to lessen noise impact to the mobile home area?   
A: INDOT has released new regulations on this, and there will be noise walls.   
 
Q: Have you been working on the Indiana Commerce Connection and what is the 

anticipation of this?   (INDOT, Karl Leet)  
A: I-69 is a separate project from the ICC and we have been moving forward with the work 

on I-69.     
 
Q: Will the ICC be a federal project.  (USEPA)     
A: We are not sure of this yet.  
 
Brief Update on the Community Planning Grants  Steve Smith, INDOT  
 

• The next round of Community Planning Grant (CPG) meetings with the communities will be held 
in mid-May 2007.   

• Guidance will be provided at these meetings.   
• Not all communities will get the entire amount of the grants, some will not receive any.   
• Much of the funding is based on the ideas, etc. that the communities come up with.   
 

Q: When is the application due date for the CPGs?   (USEPA)   
A: There is no set date; however the program ends in fall 2007 and that would be the final 

date.   
 

Q: Are the communities being provided guidance on filling out the CPG applications?   
(USEPA)   

A: Yes a consultant is assisting with this.    
 
 
Section 1 DEIS & Comments        Mike Grovak    
 

• Summary of Comments  
o Principal Areas for Comments:  Mitigation, Water Quality, Local Access, Air Quality, 

Hazardous Materials and Selection of Preferred Alternative  
o Mitigation Comments 

 Track impacts and mitigation for all 6 Tier 2 Sections.  
• Some locations mitigate for multiple sections and/or resources 

 Include Conceptual Forest and Mitigation Plan  
• Identify/describe changes from 2003 plan. 

 Identify specific wetlands restoration sites in key areas 
 Provide additional information on nature and extent of stream mitigation 
 Identify measures to protect mitigation sites.  
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• Drainage districts  
• Mineral rights holders  

 Status of I-69 Community Planning Program 
 Clean diesel technology for construction 
 Funding for mitigation commitments 
 Adequacy of forest loss mitigation  

o Quality Comments  
 Clarity role of USACE in LEDPA determination   
 303 Impaired Water Bodies   

• Describe reasons for inclusion of specific streams 
• Provide information on downstream impaired streams 

 Stressors to streams in project area 
 More detailed analysis of seepage and groundwater flows 
 Documentation trends in wetlands acreage  
 Additional description of HHEI ratings  
 Lessons learned from INWRAP use 
 Abandonment/closure of residential wells and septic systems 
 Impacts of additional road surface runoff  

o Access Comments (mostly from the public)  
 Bridges at CR 550E/Pigeon Creek  

• I-69 Bridge entire floodplain  
• Replace CR 550E Bridge over Pigeon Creek  

 Property Access at Interchanges  
• SR 68 and SR 64  
• SR 68 properties would be landlocked during flooding  

 Extension of SR 57 over i-64 to Elberfeld  
 Replace CR 825S overpass with CR 650E overpass  

• Avoid land-locking properties during floods  
o Air Quality Comments  

 PM 2.5 – Project Air Quality Concern  
 Mobile Source Air Toxics 

• CALINE4 Model 
• Exposure scenarios for MSATs  

 Document receptor criteria for CO hotspot analysis  
o Hazardous Materials Comments  

 Additional information about interstate pipelines 
 SOP re:  unknown oil wells  
 SOP re:  demolished residences containing asbestos  

o Selection of Preferred Alternative Comments (multiple comments from the public and 
agencies)  

 Additional analysis of resource trade-offs  
 Choices between core forest and man-made wetlands near CR 800E  
 More detailed discussion of Section 404 permitting factors  

o Summary of Comments  
 Other comment areas:  agricultural impacts, local purpose and need, document 

format, land use and indirect/cumulative, Section 4 (f), Section 106, social 
impacts, TES/Section 7, visual impacts, public involvement, Tier 1 issues, 
cost/funding, miscellaneous.   
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C: Hope that you are going to go back and review these comments, particularly mitigation. 
(USEPA)    

 
 
Introduction to Afternoon Session         Tom Cervone, Ph.D.   
 
Interagency Water Resources      Jeremy Kieffner 
 

• Brief overview and update of the Permitting and Mitigation Meeting held on February 9, 2007.   
o Purposes of the meeting included allowing the regulatory agencies to interact in terms of 

their mitigation expectations, to get the agencies concurrence on the proposed mitigation 
focus areas, and propose the mitigation efforts that will be used for stream mitigation 
throughout the project.   

• Avoidance and Minimization Efforts:  Avoidance and minimization efforts have been completed 
throughout the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Studies of the I-69 project and that all efforts have been made in 
the selection of the preferred alternative to avoid and minimize impacts to water resourced as 
practicable.   

• Compensatory Mitigation Efforts:  All unavoidable water resources impacted by the preferred 
alternative will have compensatory mitigation required to offset the impacts.   

• Preliminary Estimate of Wetland, Stream and Forest Impacts in each of the 6 Sections 
o Section 1  

 Wetlands – 1.35 acres 
 Streams – 14,745 linear feet or 1.28 acre below OHWM  
 Forest – 27.4 acres  

o Section 2 (Estimates)  
 Wetlands – 15 acres 
 Streams – 41,000 linear feet or 14.5 acres below OHWM 
 Forests – 250 acres  

o Section 3 (Estimates)  
 Wetlands – 16 acres 
 Streams – 37,280 linear feet or 5.6 acre below OHWM  
 Forest – 80 acres  

o Section 4 (Estimates)  
 Wetlands – 11 acres 
 Streams – 72,250linear feet  
 Forest – Still Compiling Data  

o Section 5 and 6 are still compiling data for Wetland, Stream, and Forest Impacts.  
• Permitting Process  

o Each of the 6 Sections will be permitted individually using the 10 to 30% design level 
o A hydraulic analysis will be completed in areas that do not meet the INDR Construction 

in a Floodway exemption.  This will be decided on a case-by-case basis for relocated 
streams with a drainage area greater than 1 square mile.   

• Mitigation Efforts  
o USFWS Mitigation Requirements in the Biological Opinion (BO)  

 Non-wetland Forest habitat losses will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio 
• 1:1 reforestation for “no net loss” of forest habitat 
• 2:1 preservation/protection of existing forest habitat 
• IDNR requires 2:1 reforestation and 10:1 preservation of all forest 

impacts within the floodway that require a permit from IDNR 
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 Upland forest mitigation will be completed within 2.5 miles of Indiana bat 
identified maternity colonies, if feasible 

  The primary focus of the upland forest mitigation will be to create or preserve as 
much bottomland/floodplain forests as possible 

o Primary Mitigation Areas 
 Section 1:  Pigeon creek  
 Section 2:  Patoka River, Flat Creek, East Fork White River, and Veale Creek 
 Section 3:  West Fork White River (Elnora)  
 Section 4:  Doans Creek, Plummer Creek, and Indian Creek 
 Section 5:  West Fork White River (Bryant Creek)  
 Section 6:  West Fork White River (Clear Creek, Crooked Creek and Pleasant 

Run Creek)  
o Wetland Mitigation Efforts  

 Wetland mitigation will be completed within the same 8-digit watershed or same 
county as the impacted wetlands 

 The mitigation sites will be located within the same I-69 Sections as the impacted 
wetlands and forests to offset the impacts in the same area if possible 

 Wetland mitigation will be complete at the following ratios as stated in the 
Wetland MOU:  

• 1:1 for farmed wetland impacts 
• 2:1 for emergent wetland impacts 
• 3:1 for scrub/shrub wetland impacts 
• 3:1 or 4:1 for forested wetland impacts (depending on quality)  

o Stream Mitigation Efforts  
 Stream mitigation will be completed at a ratio approved by the USACE and 

IDEM for all Perennial and Intermittent Stream impacts depending on the quality 
of the stream and focusing on replacing the function of the impacted stream 

 Ephemeral Streams may be mitigated by the creation of small ephemeral stream 
channels within the wetland/forest mitigation sites or by the creation of 
bottomland/floodplain forest as part of the 3:1 upland forest mitigation to replace 
the habitat loss.  The focus will be on replacing the functions of the impacted 
ephemeral streams.   

• Mitigation Plans 
o A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be developed for each of the 6 Sections of the I-69 

Project.  The following items will be included in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plans: 
 Wetland Mitigation Plan  
 Stream Mitigation Plan  
 Upland Forest Mitigation Plan  

o GIS Tracking of Mitigation Efforts for I-69 will be developed to keep track of each 
mitigation site.   
 

Q: Will you be acquiring mineral rights? (USEPA)   
A:  We are discussing this with INDOT.  We will also need to work with IDNR on permits 

for any mineral rights.   
 

C: On the White River water wells, you may want to do some checking on this for mitigation 
purposes.  (IDEM)   

A: Yes, we are planning on checking on this.    
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Cumulative Impact Analyses        Sara Dyer   
 

• Purpose of this session is to provide an update on the current thinking and efforts to address 
cumulative impacts within each Tier 2 Section.  Following the last Overall Agency meeting and 
in response to the USEPA comment letter of August 31, 2006, we have made some revisions to 
our approach to the cumulative impact analysis.   

• Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA)  
o Tier 1 FEIS addressed cumulative impacts of the entire I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 

project as a whole, in the context of the 26-county Tier 1 study area.  Cumulative impacts 
for three resources (farmland, forests and wetlands) were analyzed in Tier 1.  

o In response to USEPAs suggestions, we agree that the cumulative impacts analysis will 
help communities in identifying potential protective strategies for environmentally 
sensitive areas.    

• Methodology  
o Selection of Resources:  Resources were determined from INDOTs and FHWAs 

familiarity with each section and information provided by the public and EEACs.  
Selected resources were considered significant and potential impacts to those resources 
were considered possibly significant.  The methodology was consistent across all six 
sections even though each section had its own unique and distinctive environmental 
footprint.   

o Detailed vs. Non-Detailed Analysis:  All selected resources will receive a detailed 
analysis, and from such an analysis, some resources will require continued scrutiny while 
others may require less scrutiny depending upon results.   

o Overlap in Geographic Scope:  We acknowledge that some resources overlap from one 
section to another.  Therefore each section will consider the adjacent I-69 sections as 
“other” projects.  Each section will include in its cumulative analysis, the direct impacts 
upon the selected resources from that portion of the adjacent section located within their 
geographic scope.   

o Other Impacts:  This phrase is used to describe impacts other than direct or indirect 
impacts on the resources resulting from projects other than I-69.   

o Traffic Models and Expert Panels:  Both traffic models and expert land use panels were 
very important in providing additional data on indirect and cumulative impacts.  The 
expert land use panels have been very helpful in providing information on possible 
development that is planned and not I-69 related.   

o Presentation of Analysis:  The analysis will follow the 11 step process outlined in the 
CEQs “Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act” 
(January 1997).   

• Selection of Resources  
o The EEACs have been directed to include a detailed CIA for the 3 significant resources 

of concern that underwent cumulative analysis in the Tier 1 EIS.   
o These 3 resources include farmland, forests, and wetlands.  
o Additionally, all 6 sections will include a detailed cumulative analysis for streams.  
o For Sections 4 and 5, a CIA will be completed for private drinking water supply as part of 

a karst surface/groundwater quality analysis.  
• Wetlands Analysis  

o The wetland CIA will be detailed enough to support a Clean Water Act Section 404 
analysis.  The analysis will focus on the function and value of wetlands within the 
broader ecosystem.  INWRAP data will be used as much as possible.   

• Streams Analysis  
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o The CIA will identify and consider categories of stream impairment such as habitat 
alteration, dredging activities, runoff contaminants, septic tanks and sedimentation that 
may be increased due to project construction.   

o In addition, the analysis will discuss impairments that the project could contribute to, and 
disclose those streams that have active ditch maintenance districts.  The cumulative 
analysis will “tell the story” of how these counties maintain these streams as well as how 
I-69 will or will not affect these streams.   

• Karst/Drinking Water Supply Wells  
o We concur with the USEPA that Sections 4 and 5 have substantial karst geology that 

could allow for rapid deterioration of groundwater quality from contamination on the 
surface.   

o The cumulative analysis will follow the Karst MOU and the implementation of mitigation 
measures that would avoid or minimize surface chemicals reaching the groundwater.   

• Safeguards for Private Drinking Water Supply Wells  
o I-69 will operate in compliance with all applicable water quality standards, including 

consultation with regulating and permitting agencies.   
o All privately owned wells within the vicinity of the project corridor will be identified and 

discussed in the Groundwater Resources and Water Quality Protection Analysis Section 
of the EIS.   

o The search criterion for the private well inventory was established using the USEPA 
Calculated Fixed Radius (CFR) method that determines a zone of concern around a well.  
In this regard, zones of susceptibility have been recognized.   

o Project development will include the use of the natural drainage routes to handle storm 
water events as well as protective measures to address any discharges to the subsurface.   

o INDOT  agrees to develop a monitoring and maintenance plan for the affected karst 
features.  The appropriate agencies will be provided an opportunity to review this plan.  
The establishment of water quality and a point at which a standard is established for 
remediation will be a part of each monitoring plan.  The results of the monitoring will be 
submitted to the appropriate agencies on a regular basis (MOU October 1993, Subpart 8).   

o To minimize the effects of runoff into the underground system, Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) will be implemented to maintain run-off similar to existing (pre-
development) conditions.   

o BMPs will be coordinated with the MOU agencies, as well as IDEM Drinking Water 
Branch and local water utilities.   

• Resource Agency Input  
o We are required to make a reasonable effort to address cumulative impacts.  It is an on-

going effort for each section and your input is important to us.  
o Any comments or recommendations should be submitted to the PMC in the next 30 days.   

 
Q:  When can agencies get final BMPs?  (IDEM)   
A: INDOT is still working on these.  Information depends on survey and design data 

information.  The closer we get to design the more it is developed.   
 
 

Section 4 & 5 Karst Session      Jason DuPont  
 
Karst Study Overview   
 

• Background karst research 
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• Field identification of known karst features and identification of previously unknown karst 
features 

• Dye tracing tests of karst features to determine groundwater flow paths in the project area 
• Propose additional studies for select features and make recommendations to address subsequent 

phases of the Karst MOU  
 
Section 4 Overview 
 

• New terrain corridor 
• Extends from near the intersection of US 231 and SR 45/58 near Scotland to SR 37 near its 

intersection with Victor Pike, southwest of Bloomington 
• Primarily rural, dominated by forest and agricultural land uses with sparse residential 

development 
• Three distinct karst areas identified along the Section 4 Corridor:  

o Taylor Ridge to SR 54 
o SR 54 to Harmony Road  
o Harmony Road to SR 37 

• Eight groundwater flow-paths were shown to cross the Section 4 Corridor 
• The karst groundwater systems in Section 4 range from small isolated systems to long extensive 

systems with dye trace lengths varying from 340 feet to 20,000 feet 
• Four dye traces demonstrated flow-paths to multiple discharge points from a single injection 

point 
•  Cave,  Cave, Cave, Cave, and 

Cave have all been hydrogeologically linked, or have inferred linkage to the Section 4 corridor 
• Ten areas of special concern have been identified:  Cave,  Cave,  

Cave, Cave, Cave, Cave,  
Cave,  Interchange Area, Karst 
 

Section 5 Overview 
 

• Upgrade of existing SR 37. 
• Extends from That Road south of Bloomington to SR 39 just south of Martinsville. 
• Significant existing planned development within the Section 5 Karst regardless of the upgrade of 

SR 37 to I-69. 
• Three areas of relevant karst in Section 5:  Bloomington Karst, Bloomington North Karst, 

Simpson Chapel Karst. 
• Although some particular karst features may be avoided and impacts minimized by alignment 

selection, karst geology cannot be avoided within the Section 5 corridor. 
• None the dye traces demonstrated discrete recharge from insurgence features without surface 

expression. 
• In general terms, SR 37 is near both the topographic drainage and groundwater divides with 

generally the headwaters of drainage systems passing under SR 37. 
• The karst groundwater systems tend to be small and relatively isolated. 
• The only significant cave system linked hyrologically to the Section 5 corridor is the  Cave 

System. 
• About 80% of the springs in Section 5 were found at or near geologic contacts.  Spring discharges 

varied by at least two orders of magnitude.  
• Four areas of special concern have been identified:  Landfill, 

Interchange at Street and SR 37 and  Cave.   
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Karst MOU Draft Report: Agency Comments Overview 
 

• Draft Karst Reports for Sections 4 and 5 have been prepared to address the Karst MOU as a part 
of the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.  Comments were received from the following signatories to the MOU:  

o Indiana Department of Environmental Management  
o U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service  
o Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

• Agency Comments 
o Supplemental mapping requests – Additional mapping will be provided as part of the 

Final Karst Reports and incorporated into the DEIS 
 Composite mapping of all data 
 Alternative alignment overlay 

o Additional study questions/requests 
 Cave Biota Surveys – Completed  
 Cave Surveying and Exploration – Available mapping has been compiled for all 

caves that are within or in close proximity of the corridor    
 Storm-water Run-off Evaluations – Storm-water Evaluation/Pollutant Loading 

to be completed for Preferred Alternative as part of Tier 2 Studies    
 Detailed Recharge Delineation – Additional recharge delineation to be 

completed during subsequent project development    
o The Karst MOU must be followed, including avoidance and minimization of karst 

features and implementation of BMPs for karst features – The preparation of the Draft 
Karst Reports and incorporation of this data into the Tier 2 EIS process addresses 
portions of the Karst MOU, including avoidance and minimization.  Subsequent 
project development will continue to follow the Karst MOU, including additional 
studies as recommended and development of specific BMPs   

o Question about feature photos and tables not included and table format revisions – The 
omitted data will be provided and tables revised  

o Question about 3 springs at Bennett’s Dump not located on the Figures – These springs 
were monitored at stations up/down-gradient of the Dump along Stout Creek and were 
included in the discussions regarding Bennett’s dump; an insert from existing IDEM 
mapping will be added to show these springs    

o Question regarding potential hydrologic connectivity with and impact to Bennett’s Dump 
– Recommendations to reduce the potential for runoff/drainage from I-69 to Bennett’s 
Dump are being evaluated as part of the mitigation development.  This will continue to 
be coordinated with the development of other measures to address the Superfund Site   

o Question about an unidentified spring associated with Illinois Central Spring – The 
monitoring location was located downstream of the spring at a more accessible 
location and accounts for the spring in question; the spring location and suitability of 
I-69 monitoring location has been confirmed with IDEM personnel    

o Concurrence with proposed BMPs  
o Concurrence with definition of Areas of Special Concern  
o Concurrence with recommended additional studies  

 Section 4 (     
 

 Section 5 ( Cave)  
o The Karst MOU Draft Report will be finalized and provided to signatory agencies.  

Comments will be needed back from the agencies as soon as possible.  
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Q: Will the “general” comments made for Section 1 also be used for Section 3? (USEPA)  
A:  Yes they will.    

 
Q: Does the Karst MOU cover the new species (i.e. snail, etc.)?  (USFWS)   
A: We will have to follow-up on this.   

 
Q: Are there any other BMPs that could be incorporated into?  (USEPA)     
A: Structural pavements, crossing sinkholes and drainage are some that could be 

incorporated.   
 
Q: Will there be specific BMPs recommended for the special concerns area?    
A:  For the most part we may be able to recommend some.  However this will not be detailed 

enough.  
 
 
Meeting Conclusion/Closing Remarks    Tom Cervone, Ph.D./Kent Ahrenholtz  
 
 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things stood at the 
close of the meeting. 
 
These meeting minutes represent my understanding of the events that occurred. Carol Hood/PMC 
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USFWS Meeting - Bloomington Field Office 
March 15, 2007 (10 EST) 

 
Agenda 

 
1. Follow-up with Actions Items (dated January 16, 2007), including: 

 
a. USFWS Reviewer Agreement (1)   USFWS – Update? 
b. An Agreement to Transfer Money … (2)  USFWS – Update? 
c. Signage below SR 57 Bridge (3)   BLA -Update? 
d. Plan and Profile of Bridges (4)    USFWS - Update? 
e. Coordination on Tier 2 BA Formats (5)  USFWS - Update? 
f. Forest Plot Data (6)     USFWS Thoughts? 
g. Finalizing Poster (7)     USFWS Thoughts? 
h. I-69 Planning Grants/Mitigation Sites (8)  BLA – Update? 
i. Annual Reports for USFWS (9)   BLA – Update? 
j. Cave Biota Report for Section 4 (14)   USFWS Thoughts? 

 
2. Mitigation Properties/Activities Completed to Date and Thoughts in the Future 

 
3. Partnering in I-69 Mitigation (Who’s working with us?) 
 
4. Discussion on Indirect impacts in NEPA Section 1 DEIS 

 
5. Mitigation Concept for Section 1 and Update – Where are we and schedule? 
 
6. Mitigation Concept for Section 2 and Update 

 
7. Mitigation Concept for Section 3 and Update 
 
8. USFWS Response letter to Section 1 DEIS 
 
9. Bat Bridge Letter for 2006 
 
10. Snow and Ice Control  
 
11. Coordination with Ramona Briggeman (IDNR) 
 
12. Other 
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USFWS Meeting - Bloomington Field Office 
March 15, 2007 (10 EST) 

 
Meeting Minutes 

 
The following minutes are provided for the meeting held in Bloomington on March 15, 
2007.  It started at 10:30 a.m, and ended at 2:30 p.m.   Participants in the meeting were 
Andy King from USFWS and Tom Cervone from BLA.  Meeting minutes follow the 
agenda as shown below. 
 
1. Follow-up with Actions Items (dated January 16, 2007), including: 

 
a. USFWS Reviewer Agreement 

1. Presently, Michelle Hilary and Scott Pruitt are working on 
completing this activity 

b. An Agreement to Transfer Money … 
1. Presently, Michelle Hilary and Scott Pruitt are working on 

completing this activity 
c. Signage below SR 57 Bridge 

1. Jeremy Kieffner and April Arroyo-Monroe from the INDOT 
Vincennes District are working on signage and a plan for 
coordinating any and all activities for the bridge with USFWS. 

d. Plan and Profile of Bridges  
1. Andy King is working with Bill McCoy on the Plan and Profiles given 

to USFWS many months ago.  It was agreed that a meeting in 
Oakland City would be helpful to go over the bridge plans.  It could 
also lead to a field trip to the Patoka River bottoms where drainage 
from the bridge, CR 300 W closure or not, ownership of CR 300W 
and historic bridges, and other topics could be discussed. 

e. Coordination on Tier 2 BA Formats 
1. USFWS has a DRAFT Tier 2 BA Format and believes that it is 

sufficient as long as it includes all information needed to append to 
the BO.  This includes induced forest impacts and mitigation. 

f. Forest Plot Data 
1. This information should prove to be helpful in the description of the 

forest and snags in the proposed preferred alternatives. 
g. Finalizing Poster 

1. USFWS will contact BLA to make changes to the poster.  They 
would like BLA to send the electronic files on the text for their use.  
This was completed and sent to Andy King on March 19, 2007. 

h. I-69 Planning Grants/Mitigation Sites 
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1. BLA will be invited to the PMT meetings on the Planning Grants, 
and from such involvement, BLA will keep in contact with HNTB 
who is doing this study. 

i. Annual Reports for USFWS 
1. USFWS encouraged BLA to get the Annual Report for 2004-2006 

into them for their review.  We discussed the format, and at this 
time, a tracking mechanism using GIS is not absolutely required, 
but will be needed in the future.  USFWS will work with BLA, FHWA 
and INDOT to develop such a seamless product.  Since this 
statement, USFWS has reviewed the Annual Report for 2004-2006 
emailed to them on 4/18/07 and provided comments on 4/24/07. 

j. Cave Biota Report for Section 4 
1. USFWS will provide INDOT and FHWA comments soon.  Since this 

statement, they provided comments on April 3, 2007 via email. 
 

2. Mitigation Properties/Activities Completed and Thoughts in the Future 
a. USFWS has no problems in reviewing such information; however, the 

fencing of under the SR 57 bridge is a conservation measure. 
 

3. Partnering in I-69 Mitigation 
a. A short summary of IDNR, Four Rivers, CILTI and others was passed 

along to USFWS.  For Section 1 mitigation, the Besing property of 160 
acres is looking very promising. 

 
4. Discussion on Indirect (Induced) impacts in NEPA Section 1 DEIS 

a. This discussion took up the majority of time for the meeting.  It was 
explained that we really need to discuss the induced impacts as shown 
in the Tier 1 DEIS for Section 1.  They need to be added to the original 
action area and forest acres need to be calculated or a description 
needs to be completed on the lack of such forest acres.  Similarly, a 
new report on two maternity colonies in Warrick County was presented 
at the meeting.  Information from this report needs to be included in the 
Tier 2 BA for Section 1.  To transfer such information to INDOT and 
FHWA, it was suggested that on Monday (19 March 2007), we have a 
telephone conference call.  Such a conference call was completed with 
Andy King and Scott Pruitt representing USFWS, and Kent Ahrenholtz, 
Tom Cervone, Mike Grovak, Jason DuPont and Carol Hood 
representing BLA. 

 
5. Mitigation Concept for Section 1 and Update 

a. The Besing property of 160 acres was proposed and our schedule for 
submitting a Tier 2 BA was stated as mid to late April. 

 
6. Mitigation Concept for Section 2 and Update 
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a. Discussed with USFWS the possibility of the Miller Property, Gulley 
Property (Junkyard), Peabody Coal, Schultz or Ropp Property, and 
others properties. 

 
 
 

7. Mitigation Concept for Section 3 and Update 
a. Explained that Section 3 will follow Section 1.  Presently, we are 

looking at mitigation somewhere near the Elnora IDNR boat dock along 
the West Fork of the White River.  There are a number of oxbows 
associated with this river that fulfill many of our requirements.  Letters 
are presently being sent to select property owners in this focus area, 
and the area has been field reviewed and many photographs taken of 
many different ecosystems.  During the April 18, 2007 field review 
within the focus area, shorebirds (willets, killdeer, plovers), ducks 
(pintail, American shovelers, wood ducks, mallards), Canada geese 
and songbirds were seen showing the great biodiversity along the 
West Fork of the White River.  

 
8. USFWS Response letter to Section 1 DEIS 

a. Thanked USFWS for their response to the Section 1 DEIS. 
 
9. Bat Bridge Letter for 2006 

a. Discussed with USFWS that a summary letter from INDOT and FHWA 
will be coming to them soon. 

 
10. Snow and Ice Control  

a. USFWS received the information on snow and ice control, and the 
information was very helpful. 

 
11. Coordination with Ramona Briggeman (IDNR) 

a. USFWS recommended that we contact Ramona Briggeman on a 
proposed coal mining project that she and others are involved in 
southwestern Indiana.  We have contacted Ramona and a gentlemen 
by the name of Kale Horton from the Office of Surface Mining in St. 
Louis on such a project and have passed along such information to 
INDOT and FHWA. 

 
12. Other Topics 

a. No other information was discussed and the meeting. 
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Meeting Summary 
 

Conference Call with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
March 19, 2007, 9:30 a.m. EDT 

 
Attendee Organization 

Scott Pruitt USFWS 
Andy King USFWS 
Tony DeSimone FHWA 
Michelle Hilary  INDOT 
Al Ferlo Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld  
Tom Cervone Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA)  
Kent Ahrenholtz  BLA  
Jason DuPont  BLA  
Mike Grovak BLA  
Cinda Bonds BLA  
Kia Gillette BLA  
Carol Hood  BLA  
 

Introductions and General Remarks   

Meeting held on Thursday, March 15, 2007 with USFWS went well.     

 

Purpose of Meeting  

• The purpose of this conference call today is a follow-up to discuss some issues brought up at the 
March 15th meeting concerning the coal mining report and the Section 1 DEIS and impacts south 
of I-64.     

• Today’s meeting is to discuss how we should proceed and move ahead.   

 

Meeting Summary/Discussion   

 
• The USFWS stated that there is a need to extend the analysis further to include the traffic analysis 

zone where the I-69 Team is predicting growth.  Two new colonies are located in this new 
predicted growth area.  The actionary area needs to be expanded to include these two additional 
colonies.   

 
• The PMC’s report says that there is not a need to clear for habitat based on the Expert Land Use 

Panel, however the USFWS would like to have backup information on this to cover any potential 
lawsuits.   
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• According to USFWS the Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO) has to be amended.  There may not be 
an increase in the forest, but there still needs to be documentation that this was reviewed.  Up to 
this point there was no Biological Addendum (BA) analysis on the acreage outside the corridor.  
The PMC will have to explain why there was not analysis for outside the corridor so that we are 
covered.   

 
• What USFWS Needs to Be Accomplished:   

o Amend the Tier 1 BO to include traffic analysis zone and provide in Section, 
o Append the BA to Tier 1 BO to Section 1,  
o The level of analysis does not have to be very extensive to these 2 new colonies as with 

the previous 13 colonies.  Focus should be on justifying the original statement,   
o Figures should show overlap with relationship to the 2 new colonies - - more streamlined, 
o Existing data can be used,  
o REMY (sp???) Model output maps, a packet of information to just make 1 amendment 

for all 6 Sections (This will have to be discussed internally before we know for sure that 
this will be possible, some of the Section’s final information could possibly change.  PMC 
will get back with everyone on this in a few days.)     

o Once the PMC is sure that there will not be any changes, induced growth TAZs will be 
run and merged with the old actionary,  

o There is no need to rerun an addendum based on acreage, but a short explanation should 
be provided,  

o For the 2 new colonies there is no reason for mitigation because there is no impact.  (The 
only mitigation right now in Section 1 is Pigeon Creek.)    

 
• USFWS mentioned that there are some colonies that they know of in the Crane, airport and Camp 

Arterberry area.   
 
• USFWS reiterated from earlier that the 2 additional colonies are being added and an analysis is 

being done on these for documentation into the administrative record and to show that they were 
reviewed and that there is no adverse affect.    

 
• The coal mining report is considered as part of the USFWS public record, so it should be ok to 

reference the report ….   Per USFWS, the coal mining report should be referred to as 
“unpublished USFWS data has found these 2 new colonies in the area”…..   

 
• Not sure if surface mining impacts should be referred to as other impacts.   

 
• Specific data/numbers on the coal mining information should be kept out of the analysis for 

confidentiality reasons.  There is a need to describe the 2 colonies and forest information, but be 
more general and why forest will not be impacted.   

 
• The USFWS will probably end up with including the report in its administrative record.   
 

Conclusion  

• The Tier 2 BA will be ready around mid to late April 2007; however this is still being discussed.  
The USFWS needs to know the schedule so that everyone can be briefed on the lawsuit.   

• The USFWS is still on schedule for the 30 days for the Tier 2 BA.   
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• The amendment would be added to the end of the report and a copy will be given to the PMC, et 
al.   

• Minutes will be sent out for the Thursday, March 15, 2007 meeting.   

 

 

 

 

 

Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things stood at the 
close of the meeting. 
 
These meeting minutes represent my understanding of the events that occurred.  Please forward any 
comments or revisions to my attention, Carol Hood   email:  chood@blainc.com  
 
 
Note:  This meeting summary documents ongoing, internal agency deliberations.  Accordingly, 
the information contained in this summary is considered to be pre-decisional and deliberative.  

 



Carol Hood 

From: Jason Dupont

Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 9:51 AM

To: 'jdavis@dnr.in.gov'; 'rmcahron@dnr.in.gov'; 'jbacone@dnr.in.gov'

Cc: Tom Cervone; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood; mhilary@indot.IN.gov; Mike Grovak

Subject: I-69 IDNR Coordination

Page 1 of 1

4/13/2007

Dear John, Ron and John, 
  
The attached outline lists coordination points for I-69 with general information and contacts at IDNR and BLA that have 
been involved to date.  Please review this DRAFT for discussion purposes.  We would like to review these topics in a 
meeting as we have discussed with IDNR possibly the week of April 9th.  Please let us know possible dates that would 
work for this meeting.  If you have any questions, please let us know. 
  
Thanks, 
Jason 
  
Jason DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812-479-6200 
Ph. 800-423-7411 
Fax 812-479-6262 
jdupont@blainc.com 
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I-69 Coordination Topics 
for the 

Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
 

A. Mitigation 
a. Wetland – Wetland mitigation will accompany forest mitigation, including buffers 

of prairie plants.  Ratios will follow the December 25, 1991 MOU signed by 
IDNR and USFWS.  

b. Stream – Stream mitigation will be completed on a case by case basis. 
c. Upland Forest – Upland forest (all non-wetland forest) mitigation will be 

completed on a 3:1 ratio, with at least a no-net loss or 1:1 in reforestation and the 
remaining 2:1 in buying existing forested land.  Floodway forest impacts will be 
addressed as a part of this effort to meet IDNR permit requirements 

d. IDNR Contact(s) -  Tom Swinford, Brian Abrell and Matt Buffington 
e. BLA Contact(s) – Jeremy Kieffner, Jason DuPont and Tom Cervone 

 
B. Karst 

a. MOU – INDOT and FHWA will follow the October 13, 1993 MOU signed by 
IDNR, IDEM and USFWS.  There are 17 items that will be followed.  At the 
present time, Items 1-4 have been completed and under review by the agencies. 

b. Cave Biota Surveys – Cave Biota Surveys have been completed in Sections 4 and 
5.  State listed species were found in  Cave,  Cave, and  
Cave. 

c. IDNR Contact(s) – George Bowman and Hank Huffman 
d. BLA Contact(s) – Jason DuPont and Tom Cervone 

 
C. Permitting 

a. Construction in a Floodway – Construction in a Floodway will be completed on 
those streams that require such a permit. 

b. IDNR Contact(s) – Jim Hebenstreit, George Bowman, Christie Stanifer, Jon 
Eggen and Mike Neyer 

c. BLA Contact(s) – Jason DuPont and Jeremy Kieffner 
 

D. Forests 
a. Urban Forestry – Coordination with the Division of Forestry (IDNR) indicates 

urban forestry to be of interest in especially Sections 5 and 6. 
b. Invasive Species – Further coordination with Division of Forestry (IDNR) 

indicates invasive species to be of interest in the project. 
c. IDNR Contact(s) – Dan Ernst and Mike Homoya 
d. BLA Contact(s) – Jason DuPont and Rusty Yeager 
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E. Minerals 
a. Coal mining – Is very important in especially Sections 1-3 and somewhat in 

Section 4 
b. Oil and Gas – Is important in sections 1 and 2. 
c. Sand and Gravel – Important in Sections 5 and 6 
d. New Albany Shale – Important in Sections 1 and 2 
e. IDNR Contact(s) – Mark Stacy and Ramona Briggeman from Jasonville 
f. BLA Contact(s) – Jason DuPont and Garre Conner 
  

F. Revegetation 
a. Nurseries – May be needed to provide seedlings and other vegetation 
b. INDOT Contact(s) – Michelle Hilary, Rick Philabaum and Steve Sperry 
c. IDNR Contact(s) – Doug Keller, Ron McAhron 
d. BLA Contact(s) – Jeremy Kieffner and Rusty Yeager 
 

G. Wildlife Corridors 
a. Bridging  
b. Culverts 
c. IDNR Contact(s) – Matt Buffington and Katie Gremillion Smith    
d. BLA Contact(s) – Jeremy Kieffner, Jason DuPont and Cinda Bonds 

 
H. Indiana Heritage Database 

a. I-69 Database 
b. Inclusion of I-69 Data into Database 
c. IDNR Contact(s) – Ron Hellmich and Cloyce Hedges 
d. BLA Contact(s) – Jason DuPont and Neal Schroeder 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Raymond A. Mosley, Director 
Office of the Federal Register (NF) 

Indiana Division 

April 10, 2007 

National Archives and Records Administration 
800 North Capital Street, NW, 71

h Floor, Suite 700 
Washington DC 20002 

Dear Mr. Mosley: 

575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
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Please promptly process for publication the enclosed Notice of Final Federal Agency Actions on 
Proposed Highway in Indiana. This notice was prepared in accordance with 23 USC §139(1). 
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Transmitted herewith are three duplicate originals of the referenced NOTICE. Also enclosed is a 
CD containing the file "IN I-69 Tier 1 EIS SOL Fed Reg Notice.doc" which we certify is a true 
copy of the original signed document saved in Microsoft Word. 

Please contact Mr. Tony DeSimone of this office at (317) 226-5307 or email at 
Anthony.desimone@fhwa.dot.gov to confirm the publication date and for answers to any 
questions. 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Ms. Michelle Hilary (INDOT) 

v _!(ent AM.enh9t~z.fBLA)._ 
Robert Black (FHW A, HQ) 
Bi11 Malley (Akin-Gump) 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Tally Jr., P.E. 
Division Administrator 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 3 2007 

BLA .... EVANSVILLE 



DE PARTMENT O F TRANSPORTATION [4910-RY-P] 

Federal Highway Administration 

Notice of Final Federal Agency Actions on Proposed Highway in Indiana 

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), DOT 

ACTION: Noti ce of Limitation on Claims for Judicial Review of Actions by FHWA and 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), DOl 

SUMMARY : This notice announces actions taken by the FHWA and the USFWS that 

are final within the meaning of 23 USC § 139(1)( l ). The actions relate to a proposed 

highway project, 1-69, Evansville to Ind ianapolis, Indiana, in the Counties of 

Vanderburgh, WaiTick, Gibson, Pike, Daviess, Greene, Monroe, Morgan, Johnson and 

Marion, State of Indiana. The Federal actions, taken as a result of a tiered environmental 

review process under the National Environmental Po li cy Act, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4351 

(NEPA), and implementing regulations on tiering, 40 CFR 1502.20, 40 CFR 1508.28 , 

and 23 CFR Part 771, determined certain issues relating to the proposed proj ect. Those 

decisions will be used by Federal agencies in subsequent proceedings, including 

decisions whether to grant licenses, pennits, and approvals for the highway project. The 

decisions also may be relied upon by State and local agencies in proceedings on the 

proposed project. 

DATES: By this noti ce, the FHWA is advising the publi c that the FHWA and the 

USFWS have made decisions that are subject to 23 U .S .C. l 39(D(l ) and are fi nal within 

the meaning of that law. A claim seeking jud icial review of those Federal agency 

decisions on the proposed highway project wi ll be barred unless the claim is filed on or 

before [Inseri date 180 clays after elate of publication in the Federal Register]. If the 



Federal law that authorizes judicial review of a claim provides a time period of less than 

180 days for filing such claim, then the shorter time period applies. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For the FHW A: Mr. Anthony 

DeSimone, P.E., Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division, 575 North 

Pennsylvania Street, Room 254, Indianapolis, IN 46204-1576; telephone: (3 17) 226-

5307; e-mail: Anthony.DeSimone@fhwa.dot.gov. The FHWA Indiana Division Office's 

normal business hours are 7:30a.m. to 4:00p.m., e.t. For the USFWS: Mr. Scott Pruitt, 

Field Supervisor, Bloomington Field Office, USFWS, 620 South Walker Street, 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121; telephone: 812-334-426 1; e-mail: Scott Pruitt@fws.gov. 

Normal business hours for the USFWS Bloomington Field Office are: 8:00a.m. to 4:30 

p.m., e.t. You may also contact Mr. Thomas Seeman, Project Manager, Indiana 

Department of Transportation (INDOT), 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, fN 

46204; telephone: (317) 232-5336; e-mail : TSeeman@indot.fN.gov. Normal business 

hours for the Indiana Department ofTransportation are: 8:00a.m. to 4:30p.m. , e.t. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is hereby given that the FHWA has 

approved a Tier I Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and issued a Record of 

Decision (ROD) in connection with a proposed highway project in the State of Indiana: l-

69 from Evansville to Indianapolis, in Yanderburgh, Warrick, Gibson, Pike, Daviess, 

Greene, Monroe, Morgan, Johnson and Marion Counties. The project will be an 

approximately 142 mile long Interstate highway. It will begin at the I-64/I-164 

interchange just north of Evansville, Indiana and end at f-465 in Ind ianapolis, to the west 

of the 1-465/SR 37 interchange. The proposed freeway wi ll be on both new and existing 

alignment. 
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Decisions in the FHW A Tier 1 ROD that have final approval include, but are not 

limited to, the following: 

1. Purpose and need for the project (see section 3.1 ). 

2. Range of alternatives for analysis (see sections 3.3 and 3.4). 

3. Selection of the Interstate highway bui ld alternative and highway conidor for the 

project. The selected alternative, refened to in the FEIS as Alternative 3C, involves 

completing I-69 as an Interstate highway from Evansville to Indianapolis via 

Oakland City, Washington, Crane Naval Surface Warfare Center, Bloomington, and 

Martinsville (see section 2.1 ). This alternative includes the use of parts of the 

existing alignment of SR 3 7 to reach 1-465 and the route va1iation known as WE2 in 

the area of Washington, Indiana. The ultimate alignment of the highway within the 

conidor, and the location and number of interchanges and rest areas will be 

evaluated in the Tier 2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) proceedings. 

4. Elimination of other alternatives from consideration in Tier 2 NEP A proceedings. 

The alternatives that wi ll not be considered any further include, but are not limited 

to , those identified in the Tier 1 FEIS as the " no build" altemative, and alternatives 

I , 2A, 28, 2C, 3A, 38, 4A, 48, SA, and 58. Also eliminated were a number of 

hybrids and variations on these alternatives, including the "Mann Road Variation" 

for reaching 1-465 and variations WWl , WW2, and WEI in the area of Washington, 

Indiana. Detailed information about the alternatives considered in Tier 1, and about 

the Federal decisions that eliminate alternatives other than Alternative 3C from 

further consideration, is available in section 3 of the Tier I ROD and the Tier 1 FEIS 

sections cited therein. 
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5. Process for completing the Tier 2 alternatives analysis and studies for the project, 

including the designation of six Tier 2 sections and a decision to prepare a separate 

environmental impact statement for each Tier 2 section (see section 2.3). 

Interested parties may consult the Tier I ROD and Tier I FEIS for details about each 

of the decisions described above and for infonnation on other issues decided. The 

documents are available as described below. 

Following the completion of the Tier 1 ROD, interested parties submitted comments 

suggesting that new infonnation existed that might affect the Tier I FEIS analyses and 

the Federal decisions based on those analyses. In response, the FHW A reevaluated the 

project and decided that the changes that occurred following the ROD did not 

individually or collectively require supplementation of the Tier I FEIS. 

The Tier 1 FEJS (issued on December 5, 2003), the Tier 1 ROD (issued on March. 

24, 2004 ), the FHW A decision that supplementation of the Tier 1 FEIS is not required 

(issued on February 12, 2007), and other documents in the project records are available 

by contacting the FHW A or the INDOT at the addresses provided above. Interested 

parties also may view or download the FHW A Tier 1 FEIS, T ier I ROD, the decision not 

to prepare a Tier l supplemental EIS, the related reevaluation repoti, and IN DOT 

responses to comments on the reevaluation report at the project Web site, 

http://deis.i69indyevn.org/, or by contacting FHW A or IN DOT at the addresses listed 

above. 

Actions taken by the USFWS, pursuant to the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 

1531-1544, include its concuJTence with the FHWA's determination that the J-69 project 

is not likely to adversely affect the eastern fanshell mussel (Cyprogenia stegaria) and that 
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the project is still likely to adversely affect, but not jeopardize, the bald eagle. The 

USFWS concluded that the project is not likely to j eopardize the continued existence of 

the Indiana bat and is not likely to adversely modify the bat's designated Critical Habitat. 

The USFWS decisions are described in the Programmatic Biological Opinion issued on 

December 3, 2003 , the Revised Programmatic Biological Opinion issued on August 24, 

2006, and other documents in the project records. These opinions, and other project 

records relating to the USFWS actions, are available by contacting the FHW A, INDOT, 

or USFWS at the addresses provided above. The Programmatic Biological Opinion can 

be viewed in the Appendices Section and downloaded from the project Web site at 

http://deis.i69indyevn.org/FEIS/index.html and the Revised Programmatic Biological 

Opinion can be viewed and downloaded from the project Web site at 

l:!!.1P-:// i69indyevn.org/Corridor Reports/corridor reports.html 

This notice applies to all Federal agency decisions that are final within the meaning of 

23 U.S.C. 139(1)( 1) as of the issuance date of this notice, and to all laws under which 

such actions were taken. The laws include, but are not limited to : 

I. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4351). 

2. Federal-Aid Highway Act [23 U.S.C. I 09 and 23 U.S.C. 128]. 

3. Endangered Species Act [16 U.S.C. 1531 -1544). 

4. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.]. 

5. Section4(f) ofthe Depa1tment ofTransportation Act of 1966 [49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 

U.S.C. 138). 
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6. Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. 7401 -767I(q)] . 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205, Highway 

Planning and Construction. The regulations implementing Executive Order 12372 

regarding intergovernmental consultation on Federal programs and activities apply to this 

program.) 

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 139(1)(1) 

Issued on: 

Robert F. Tally Jr. , P.E. 

Division Administrator 

Indianapolis, Indiana 
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Tier 2 Studies  

  
 
 

AGENDA 
 

IDNR Coordination 
IGCS C256, Indianapolis IN 

Monday, April 16, 2007, 2:00 p.m. EDT (Indy Time) 
 

Call-in number 1-866-206-0240, access code 225497#  
 
 
I. IDNR Coordination Topics (Summary Attached) 

1. Technical Staff 
2. Communication Procedures 

 

II. IDNR Construction in a Floodway Permits 
1. Permit Identification 
2. Hydraulic Review  
3. Environmental Review 

 
III. Wildlife Crossings  

1. Dry crossing needs 
2. White-tailed Deer needs 
3. Natural substrate crossings 

 
IV. Other Issues 
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Meeting Minutes    
 

Tier 2 BLA Management Team Meeting  
Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Indianapolis, IN     

Monday, April 16, 2007, 2:00 p.m.    
 

Attendees:  
John Davis - IDNR  Michelle Allen - INDOT 
Ron McAhron - IDNR David Glista - INDOT 
John Bacone – IDNR Division of Nature Preserves Tom Cervone – BLA/PMC  
Christie Stanifer - IDNR Jason Dupont – BLA/PMC 
Jon Eggen - IDNR Division of Water Kia Gillette – BLA/PMC 
Katie Gremillion-Smith – IDNR Division of Fish & 
Wildlife  

 

Michelle Hilary - INDOT  
 
 
Jason Dupont opened the meeting and participants introduced themselves. 
 
INDOT and the PMC are here to be helpful.  INDOT’s goal is to provide the best product for the 
State of Indiana.  IDNR’s goal is to help protect Indiana’s resources (i.e. natural, cultural and 
mineral).  IDNR would like to be helpful in providing what is needed and identifying what impacts 
will occur from the project.   I-69 is a large, complex project and good communication between 
the agencies is necessary. 
 
 
Project Background 
 

• I-69 is a Tiered project, and many agency comments have been made an incorporated by 
this point in the project.  Tier 1 was from about 1999-2004 and Tier 2 from 2004-present. 

• A tremendous amount of information has been gathered as part of this project including: 
Indiana bat surveys, karst surveys, cave biota surveys, and many others.  A lot of 
advancement has come about by working with different agencies. 

• Many things have been learned about southwestern Indiana as part of this project. 
 
Project Coordination 
 

• IDNR responses will likely come from Christy Stanifer.  This project will ultimately be a 
water permit.  Responses should be consistent.  IDNR would like to encourage contact 
with people in the field, but don’t mistake informal conversations as formal.  Bigger 
picture questions should go to Christy for coordination with and formal responses from 
John Davis, John Bacone and Ron McAhron; however, you can contact field biologists for 
some questions. 

• There will be different kinds of permitting action.  It will be helpful for IDNR people to have 
MOU’s and mitigation guidelines and to have Early Coordination information match up 
with other project coordination.  IDNR should not take inconsistent positions without good 
reason. 

• IDNR, INDOT, and PMC contacts on the I-69 Coordination Topics list, as provided by the 
PMC, were reviewed.  Katie Gremillion-Smith was added to the list of IDNR karst 
contacts.  Jon Eggen was removed from the IDNR permitting contacts.  Herschel McDivitt 
was added to the IDNR mineral resource contacts.  Phil Marshall and Mike Homoya were 
added to the IDNR revegetation contacts.   
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Permitting and Mitigation 
 

• For I-69, permitting and mitigation in the field has started.  The project will follow the 1991 
MOU for wetland mitigation.  

• Natural Resources Commission Information Bulletin 17 also sets guidelines for habitat 
mitigation. 

• The spatial requirement in Bulletin 17 (same 14-digit watershed) may be limiting to 
possible I-69 mitigation.  Mitigation is being focused in large, biologically attractive areas.  
The 14-digit watershed requirement could limit this and require many smaller sites.  It 
was agreed that larger, more biologically attractive sites would be preferred to smaller 
scattered sites.  Bulletin 17 is a non-rule policy and adjustments can be made.  IDNR is in 
favor of the approach to seek and utilize larger biologically attractive areas for I-69 
acknowledging that this will likely require going outside of the 14-digit watershed 
boundary in some locations. 

• The wetland mitigation ratios in Bulletin 17 are at the upper end of the MOU.  During 
earlier planning stages, the focus was to avoid high quality habitats.  I-69 wetland impact 
mitigation will also include an additional 10% to compensate for potential slight shifts in 
alignment during design.  The concern with the Bulletin ratios is that they always use the 
upper limit of the MOU in all cases.  In some cases impacts may be lower quality 
wetlands.  Or, an attractive mitigation site may be found that would only accommodate 
the lower limit of mitigation from the MOU.  IDNR acknowledged that deviation from the 
Bulletin 17 ratios may be acceptable based on these factors. 

• For Section 1, a 160-acre site along Pigeon Creek, along with some oxbows, is being 
investigated for mitigation.  This site will likely cover wetland, forest, and stream 
mitigation.  In this case, the site will likely provide more than the required mitigation.  The 
property owner will be allowed to continue farming the area until mitigation occurs.   

• Wetland impacts previously presented (ie Screening Reports) may decrease further.  
These impacts include what is in the right-of-way footprint, and do not account for 
bridging.  Footprints may also be tightened in some areas.  This should be explained in 
the documents. 

• It would be helpful for reviewers to know how the project was approached. For instance, if 
larger alignment footrprints were used and will later be tightened, that should be 
explained. 

• For forest mitigation, “upland forest” refers to all non-wetland forest.  Thus it could be in 
bottomland or riparian areas.   

• For forest mitigation, the I-69 study team wants to clarify forest mitigation ratios.  Forest 
mitigation for all I-69 non-wetland forest will include no net loss and will be replaced 
(reforestation) at a 1:1 ratio, forest preservtion at a 2:1 ratio may be used to account for 
the balance of the overall 3:1 forest mitigation commitment as defined in the Tier 1 EIS.  
However, IDNR states that preservation should be at a 10:1 ratio for forest in the 
floodway. 

• IDNR acknowledges that 10 to 1 is high, but is typically only used if there is pressure on 
resources that could be preserved.  Replacement is preferred by IDNR, but preservation 
will be evaluated on a case by case basis for each permit.   

• INDOT will be mitigating other habitats that are outside IDNR jurisdiction. 
• A mechanism for an answer on mitigation may need to be devised.  This could include 

general concurrence for site during NEPA, and approval with the permit.   
• INDOT would like IDNR to slide on the wetland mitigation ratios (within the MOU) if 

necessary.  If there are sliding ratios, and the team has already gone to lengths to avoid, 
then it makes no sense to always use the high end. 

• Also, mitigation sites have to be from willing sellers at fair market value.   
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• Potential mitigation sites are being rated with a point system, which includes presence of 
TES and other things.  The higher the total point value, the better the site.   

• It would be helpful to talk to IDNR field people about potential mitigation sites.  They often 
know the areas well and may know of attractive sites.  If a site is recommended or has 
been reviewed by IDNR field personnel, this can be mentioned because their opinions do 
carry weight for the issuance of a permit. 

• IDNR Field biologists may know the best location for mitigation, but may not know the 
implications, like mitigation ratios.   

• Wetlands and streams to be impacted have had assessments conducted, like QHEI, 
HHEI, and InWRAP.  This will help understand the impacts for mitigation.  These 
assessments will be used by IDNR as general reference.   

• If higher quality mitigation is proposed for a lower quality impact, perhaps this could be 
justification for the lower mitigation ratio.   

• For questions about hydraulic reviews and permitting, send the information through 
Christie and IDNR will provide an answer as to what should require a review.   

 
 
Karst  
 

• IDNR has provided comments via e-mail on the karst reports and biota surveys.   
• Coordination regarding what karst mitigation measures were done for the SR 37 project 

from Bedford to Mitchell has occurred with Bob Buskirk at INDOT.   
 
Oil and Gas 
 

• Some oil and gas wells may be impacted by the project, but there will not likely be an 
impact on recovery.  Impacts were determined via the Statewide GIS and ground 
surveys.  

• Protocols for well closure procedures are still needed.  A communication procedure may 
need to be added for when an unknown well is identified.  These protocols should be 
developed through Herschel McDivitt. 

 
Revegetation 
 

• It may be possible for IDNR nurseries to grow wildflowers and seedlings.  It may be 
possible to grow larger trees for INDOT. 

• I-69 mitigation will include tree species from the IDNR list. In addition, sycamore, 
cottonwood, silver maple and other species often found in riparian areas are anticipated 
to benefit the mitigation sites. 

 
Wildlife Crossings 
 

• In many cases, wildlife crossings will be located in riparian areas.  These areas may flood 
occasionally and not be dry during all flood events.  It is not anticipated that there must  
be dry land at all times for these crossings.  However, rip-rap should not be placed on the 
dry ledge to accommodate the wildlife crossings. 

• IDNR expressed concerns for karst areas where there may be few surface streams.  
There would be potentially long distances without crossings.  These areas will be 
addressed per the Karst MOU. 

• Karst features exist in the Crawford Upland where there are surface drainage features 
there to provide connectivity.  In addition, in the Mitchell Plain, there are also some 
surface drainages, such as Indian Creek.   

• It would help IDNR to have distances between wildlife crossings.   
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• It is expected that overpasses for local roads will also have enough room to provide 
crossings.   

• For deer, does the crossing have to be 24’ wide?  Or does it just have to meet the 
openness ratio?  This will have to be investigated, but the openness is for light and so the 
animals can see.   Crossings less than 24’ wide will be considered. 

• For SR 37, there are some crossings today with existing bridges.  The team is still 
investigating if the existing bridges will be replaced and how long they will be.  Roadkill 
surveys are also being conducted along SR 37.  It is anticipated that wildlife crossing 
accommodations will be improved along SR37 from Bloomington to Indianapolis. 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2006 Annual Report for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Project  

Section 7 Consultation  
 
 

Submitted by: 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Indiana Division 

575 North Pennsylvania Street 
Room 254 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 

Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
100 North Senate Avenue 

Room IGCN 755 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

 
Submitted to: 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bloomington Field Office 
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

 
Completed by: 

Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, INC (BLA) 
6125 South East Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46217 

 
 

April 30, 2007 
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This re port h as b een prepared a nd s ubmitted to the U.S. Fi sh and Wildlife Ser vice a s r equired und er 
Term and Condition No. 2 (T&C No. 2) of the 24 August 2006 Biological Opinion for the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project.  T &C No. 2 s tates “The  FHWA will prepare an annual re port detailing all 
conservation measures, mitiga tion efforts, and mo nitoring tha t ha ve been initiated, ar e ongoi ng, or 
completed during the previous calendar year and th e cur rent s tatus o f those yet to be completed. The  
report will be submitted to the Service’s BFO by 31 January each year (the first report will be due 1/31/07) 
and re porting will continue f or at  least 5 years post-construction or un til otherwise agreed t o w ith the 
Service. 
 

A. Proposed Conservation Measures for the Indiana Bat 
(Myotis sodalis) Section 7 Consultation 

 
A. Winter Habitat 

 
1. A lignment Planning - Efforts will be made to locate Interstate alignments beyond 0.5 miles from 

known Indiana bat hibernacula. 
2006 Status Report – All of  the alternatives are 0.5 mile  or more from an existing Indiana bat  
hibernacula i n t he Winter Ac tion Area (including underground passageways).   
Cave i s the closest cave w ith its en trance an d passageways 0.4 mile from the edge of the 
corridor with the distance to the nearest alternative is 0.57 mile.   The following table shows the 
distance to the corridor for all 15 known hibernacula within the Winter Action Area.  

 
Cave   0.7 
Cave   3.3 

Cave   4.5 
Cave   3.9 

 Cave System  3.3 (2.6)* 
Cave      1.6 
  1.8 

Cave 1.1 
 Cave   6.1 

    0 .8 
   3.8 

   2.4 
  0.4 
  5.0 

    4.3 
 
*    Distance from Cave Entrance 

 
2. Bl asting - Blasting will be avoided between September 15 and April 15 in areas within 0.5 miles 

of known Indiana ba t hibernacula.  All blas ting i n the Winter Action A rea w ill follo w th e 
specifications developed in consultation with the USFWS and will be conducted in a manner that 
will not compromise the structural integrity or alter the karst hydrology of nearby caves serving as 
Indiana bat hibernacula.. 
2006 Status Report – To be completed in the future in consultation with USFWS.  

 
 

3. Hi bernacula Surveys – A plan fo r hibernacula surveys (caves and/or mines) will be de veloped 
and conducted in consultation with and approved by USFWS during Tier 2 studies. 
2006 Status Report – Plan was completed with USFWS and fieldwork has been completed.  To 
date, 373 cave records were evaluated and 250 caves were visited in the fiel d.  Of these, sixty-
one caves were surveyed for Indiana bats in 2004-2005 and 16 caves had fall  harp trapping in  
2005.  The 16 ca ves that were harp t rapped in the f all of  2005 also had in ternal cave surveys 
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completed in December 2005.  Three n ew Indiana bat hibernacula were identified as a result of 
these surveys ( and Cave).  

 
4. Kar st Hydrology – To avoid an d minimize t he potential for flo oding, dewatering, a nd/or 

microclimate (i.e., temperature and humidity) changes within hibernacula, site-specific efforts will 
be made to minimize changes in the a mount, frequency, and rat e of  flow of roadw ay drainage 
that enters kar st s ystems t hat a re determined to b e h ydrologically c onnected to Indiana ba t 
hibernacula. 
2006 Status Report – The only hibernaculum for which hydrological connectivity with the corridor 
has been established is Cave.  Karst feature dye tracing from inputs within the corridor 
established a positive dye trace to Cave in December 2005.  This data is currently being 
reviewed t o plan a dditional work t o s ubstantiate t hese results and g ain additional in formation 
regarding the association of these features with  Cave.  Efforts will be made to minimize 
any dis turbance to the hydraulic/hydrologic f unction of the se features, and their relationship to 

Cave, thus minimizing any potential changes to the hibernaculum microclimate. Reports 
have been developed and are currently being reviewed by agencies. The Karst Memorandum of 
Understanding (dated October 13, 1993) will be followed.  

 
AUTUMN/SPRING HABITAT 

 
5. Tree R emoval – To minimize adverse e ffects o n ba t h abitat, tree  ( three or more in ches in  

diameter) cu tting will be avoided within five m iles o f a k nown hibernaculum.  If unavoidable, 
cutting will only occur between November 15 and March 31. 
2006 St atus R eport - A cres of fore st w ill be re ported f or th e p referred alternative upon 
completion of the Final EIS for each section. 

 
SUMMER HABITAT 
 

6.   Alignment Pl anning - E fforts will be mad e t o locate In terstate align ments so t hey a void 
transecting forested areas and fragmenting core forest where reasonable. 
2006 Status Report – Efforts have been made to avoid and minimize fragmenting forests. 

 
7. Tr ee Removal - Tree and snag removal will be avoided or minimized as follows: 

 
• Tree Cutting - To avoid any direct take of Indiana bats, no trees with a diameter of three or more 

inches will be removed between April 15 and September 15.  Tree clearing and snag removal will 
be kept to a minimum and limited to within t he construction limits.  I n the me dian, outside the  
clear zone, tree clearing will be kept to a minimum with woods kept in as much a natural state as 
reasonable..  Fo rested media ns will be m anaged following IDN R State Fo rest timber 
management plan.   
Status Report – Acres of forest will be reported for the preferred alternative upon completion of 
the Final EIS for each section. 

• Mist Netting - In areas with suitable summer habitat for the Indiana bat, mist net surveys will be 
conducted b etween May 15 and A ugust 15 a t locations de termined in co nsultation with the 
USFWS a s part of Tier 2 stud ies.  I f In diana bats are cap tured, some will be f itted with radio 
transmitters and tracked to their diurnal roosts for at least 5 days unless otherwise determined by 
USFWS. 
Status Report – Completed.  One hundred and forty-eight mist netting sites were completed in 
2004 and 49 were completed in 2005. Such information has been helpful to INDOT and FHWA in 
avoiding sensitive areas that may have impacted this species. 
 

 
      8.   Bridges – Bridges will include the following design features: 
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• Surveys – The undersides of existing bridges that must be removed for construction of I-69 will 
be visually surveyed and/or ne tted to determine their use as night roosts by Indiana bats during 
the summer. 
Status Report – Completed.  Two hundred and fifty-nine bridges and culverts were inspected for 
Indiana bats.  Of the 259 bridge surveys, Indiana bats were found under one bridge.  INDOT and 
FHWA have worked with the USFWS on fencing both ends of the bridge in order to avoid human 
disturbance to these bats.  Two fences, approximately 30 feet wide and 6 feet high with an angled 
top, were constructed under and at the ends of the Bridge over the 

 located immediately north and connected to the small town of Installation of this 
fence was completed i n April 20 06 by  the Vincen nes. Bo th fe nces h ave a gate and a key f or 
USFWS to access in the future.  No other bridges are expected to be surveyed in the future. The 
monitoring of   w ill continue as a c onservation measure.  This b ridge is grea ter than 1.5  
miles from the proposed action area with no connectivity.   

 
• Bat-friendly bridges – Where feasible and appropriate, Interstate and frontage road bridges will 

be designed to provide suitable night roosts for Indiana bats and other bat species in consultation 
with the USFWS. 
Status Report – To be completed.    

 
• Floodplains – Whe re re asonable and appropriate, floodplains an d oxbows will be bri dged to 

protect environmentally sensitive areas.  The Pat oka River fl oodplain w ill be b ridged i n i ts 
entirety, thus minimizing impacts to many different habitats. 
Status Report – To be c ompleted in fin al design plans and construction. The preliminary plans 
developed for the Tier 2 Studies incorporate these measures. 

.    
 

9. S tream Relocations –  Si te-specific pl ans for s tream relocations w ill be developed in design 
considering the needs of sensitive species and environmental concerns.  Plans will include the 
planting of woody and herbaceous vegetation to stabilize the banks. Such plantings will provide 
foraging cover for many species.  Strea m Mitigation and Monitoring plans will be developed for 
stream relocations, as appropriate. 
Status Report - To be completed during mitigation and permitting. 
 

ALL HABITATS 
 

 1 0. Medians and Alignments –  Variable-width medians and Independent Alignments will be  used 
where appropriate to minimize impacts to sensitive and/or significant habitats. Context sensitive 
solutions will be  used , w here p ossible.  This  ma y in volve ve rtical and ho rizontal shifts in th e 
Interstate. 

    Status Report - To be completed. 
 

11. Minimize Interchanges -  Efforts have been made to limit interchanges in karst areas, thereby 
limiting a ccess an d discouraging se condary development an d imp acts. I n Tier 2, f urther 
consideration will be given to limiting the location and number of interchanges in karst areas. 
Status Rep ort - Comple ted in t he Biological Opini on by t he USFWS da ted Augus t 24 , 2006. 
Additional information to be provided regarding this interchange in the Section 4 Tier 2 BA. 

. 
 

12. Memoranda of Understandings (MOUs) - Construction will adhere to the Wetland MOU (dated 
January 28, 1991 ) and K arst MOU ( dated Oc tober 13, 19 93).  The Wet land MO U minimizes 
impacts to the I ndiana bat b y mitiga ting for  wetland losses, and creating ba t foraging a reas at 
greater ratios than that lost to the project.  The Karst MOU avoids and minimizes impacts to the 
Indiana bat by numerous measures which protect sensitive karst features including hibernacula. 
Status Report – To be completed prior to or during construction. The procedures established in 
these MOUs are being adhered to during the current planning phase. 
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13. Water Quality - Water contamination will be avoided/minimized by the following: 

 
• Equipment Service - Equipment servicing and maintenance areas will be de signated to areas 

away from streambeds, sinkholes, or areas draining into sinkholes. 
        Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    
 

• Roadside Drainage - Where appropriate in karst areas, roadside ditches will be constructed that 
are grass-lined and connected to filter strips and containment basins. 

    Status Report –  To be completed.    
 

• Equipment M aintenance - Con struction equi pment will be  m aintained in p roper mechanical 
condition. 

             Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    
 

• Spill Prevention/Containment – Th e design for the roadway will include appropriate measures 
for spill prevention/containment. 

  Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    
 

• Herbicide Use Plan - The use of herbicides will be minimized in environmentally sensitive areas, 
such as karst areas that are protective of India na bats and their prey. Environmentally sensit ive 
areas will be delineated in the section-specific Tier 2 BAs and appropriate signage will be posted 
along the interstate to alert maintenance staff. 

             Status Report – To be completed during construction.    
 

• Re-vegetation – Re-vegetation of disturbed areas will occur in accordance with INDOT standard 
specifications.  Woo dy vegetation will only be utilized beyond the clea r zone.  Re-vegetation of 
disturbed soils in the right-of-way and me dians w ill utilize n ative gra sses and  wildflowers, as 
appropriate, similar to the native seed mixes of other nearby states. 

             Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    
 

• Low S alt Zones – A low  salt a nd no spray s trategy will be developed in karst ar eas for t his 
project.  A si gning strategy for these items w ill also be developed. The low  s alt zones w ill be 
delineated in the section-specific Tier 2 BAs. 

             Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    
 

• Bridge D esign – Where fe asible a nd appropriate, bridges w ill be designed w ith n one or a 
minimum n umber of i n-span drain s.  To the e xtent p ossible, t he water flow will be direc ted 
towards the ends of the bridge and to the riprap drainage turnouts. 
Status R eport –  To  b e c ompleted in th e fu ture du ring construction. A meeting w ith the  
appropriate agencies will be held soon to address how the bridges over the Patoka and East Fork 
of the White River will be drained.    

 
• Erosion Co ntrol - Tempo rary erosio n c ontrol d evices w ill be used to min imize se diment and 

debris.  Timel y re-vegetation a fter soil  dis turbance will be implemented a nd monitored.  R e-
vegetation will consider site specific needs for water and karst.  Erosion control measures will be 
put in place as a first step in construction and maintained throughout construction. 
Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    

 
• Parking and Turning Areas – Parking and turning areas for heavy equipment will be confined to 

sites that w ill mini mize soil ero sion and tree clearing, an d w ill avoid en vironmentally sensit ive 
areas, such as karst. 
Status Report –  To be completed in the future during construction.    

 
B.   RESTORATION / REPLACEMENT 
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SUMMER HABITAT  

 
14. Summer Habitat Creation/Enhancement - Indiana b at summer ha bitat w ill be  created an d 

enhanced in the Action Area through wetland and forest mitigation focused on riparian corridors 
and existing forest blocks to provide habitat connectivity.  The following areas and possibly others 
will be investigated for wetland and forest mitigation to create and enhance summer habitat for  
the Indiana bat: Pigeon Creek, Patoka River bottoms, East Fork of  the White Ri ver, Thousand 
Acre Woods, White River ( Elnora), F irst C reek, Am erican Bot toms, Garrison C hapel Valley, 
Beanblossom Bottoms, White River (Gosport), White River (Blue Bluff), and Bradford Woods. 
 
In s electing sites for summer ha bitat creation a nd enhancement, pri ority will be gi ven t o sites 
located within a 2.5 mile radius from a recorded capture site or roost tree.  (The locations of these 
2.5-mile circles are shown on Figure 5 and on maps in Appendix A.)  If willing sellers cannot be 
found within these areas, other areas may be used as second choice areas as long as they are 
within the Action Area and c lose enough to ben efit these maternity colonies, or a re outside the 
Action Area but still deemed acceptable to the USFWS. 
 
Where appropriate, mitigation sites will be planted w ith a mixture of native trees tha t is la rgely 
comprised of species that have been identified as having relatively high value as potential Indiana 
bat ro ost trees.  Tre e pl antings w ill be monitored f or five years after pl anting to ensure 
establishment and protected in perpetuity via conservation easements. 
Status Rep ort – T o be  completed in the future during mitigation and pe rmitting (See Part B).  
Additional conceptual detail will be provided in the Tier 2 BA for each section. 

 
 

15. Wetland MOU - Wetlands will be mitigated a t rati os agreed upon in t he Wetland MOU (dated 
January 28, 1991).  Wetland replacement ratios are as follows:  

a. farmed 1 to 1  
b. scrub/shrub and palustrine/lacustrine emergent 2 - 3 to 1 depending upon quality  
c. bottomland hardwood forest 3 – 4 to 1 depending upon quality  
d. exceptional, uniqu e, cri tical (i.e . c ypress swamps) 4 and above to 1  depending up on 

quality.   
Status R eport: To b e c ompleted. N ote:  R efer to C onservation M easure A.12 f or ad ditional 
information. 

 
Forest Mitigation - The Tier 1 Fo rest and W etland Mitigation and Enhancement Plan identifies 
the general location of  potential mitigation sites fo r upland and bo ttomland forests.  Pr eference 
will be  given  to ar eas contiguous to l arge forested tracts that have recorded federal and state 
listed species.  The  actual mitigation si tes i mplemented w ill be d etermined in Tier 2 in 
consultation w ith the Ser vice and other environmental review agencies.  Coordination with t he 
environmental re view agencies w ill assure that th ese f orest mitigation si tes are s trategically 
situated in biologically attractive ecosystems.  Forest impacts will be mitigated at a ratio of 3 to 1. 
All f orest mitigation la nds will be protected in perpetuity v ia conservation e asements. T he 3:1  
forest mitigation may  not be loca ted e ntirely within the Action Area.  Fo rest i mpacts o ccurring 
within one of the 13  2.5-mile radius maternity colony a reas would be mitigated by replacement 
(i.e. planting of new forest and purchase of existing) at approximately 3:1, preferably in the vicinity 
of the known roosting habitat. 
Status Report –  To be completed for mitigation and permitting. In 2004, following the issuance 
of the  Tier 1 ROD, INDOT provided f unding to IDNR f or the  purchase of  a pproximately 1500 
acres of  land from Indiana Power & L ight (IPL; now managed by IDNR, Division of  Forestry as 
“Ravinia Woods,” a uni t of the M organ-Monroe State Forest) in Morgan County for use as forest 
mitigation for the I -69 pr oject.  The Ravinia Woods pr operty is abo ut 8 0% forested and 
approximately 0.5 m ile f rom the West Fo rk (B ryant Cr eek) maternity c olony in Section 5 .  A 
narrow wooded riparian corridor a long Burkhart Creek p rovides connectivity between t he West 
Fork (B ryant Cr eek) colony and Ra vinia Wo ods.  INDOT c onsiders t his l and to  contribute to 
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meeting a minimum 1:1 of the forest mitigation in Section 5.  The remaining 2:1 for Section 5 will 
include r eforestation a nd preservation within the Summer A ction Area and ma ternity colon y 
foraging area.  The 1:1 ratio could be increased depending upon site specific mitigation in Tier 2 
and through future coordination with USFWS.  At this time (estimates may change in the future as 
alignments are refined), Se ction 5  is  es timated to re sult i n a  total o f 30 3 ac res of  forest lo ss.  
Thus, 606 acres would be  re forested and/or preserved w ithin the Summ er Act ion Ar ea o r 
maternity colony foraging are a and  3 03 a cres from the Ra vinia Woods pr operty would be 
included as the remaining fo rest mitigation. Additional conceptual detail w ill be provided in  the 
Tier 2 BA for each section. 

 
C.    CONSERVATION / PRESERVATION 

 
WINTER HABITAT 

 
17. Hibernacula Purchase - Opportunities will be investigated to purchase at fair market value from     

“willing sellers,” an In diana bat hibernaculum(a) in cluding asso ciated autumn swarming/spring 
staging habi tat. Af ter p urchase a nd imple mentation of al l ma nagement efforts, t he 
hibernaculum(a) and all buffered areas w ill be tu rned o ver to an  ap propriate go vernment 
conservation  and management agency for protection in perpetuity via conservation  easements 
Status Report –  At tempts will be made to pu rchase one hibe rnaculum in th e Cave area 
and o ne hib ernaculum in  the Garrison Ch apel Va lley area with a djacent foraging a reas. A n 
estimated cost for purchasing both properties is two million dollars.  If one property equals such a 
cost, INDOT and FHWA will convene with USFWS in a di scussion on purchasing one property 
rather than two properties. To be completed in the future for mitigation and permitting. 

   
 

18. Hibernacula Protection – With landowner permission, investigations will be coordinated with the 
USFWS o n ac quiring easements to  ere ct bat-friendly angle-iron gates. These ga tes restrict 
access to th e ca ves p reventing di sturbance of hibernacula, while maintaining air flow at t he 
entrances of  known h ibernacula within the Ac tion Area. Gat es w ill be constructed according t o 
designs from the American Cave Conservation Association. Effects of gates on water flow and 
flash flooding debris will be carefully evaluated before gates are installed. Other structures (e.g., 
perimeter fencing) or techniques (e.g., alarm systems and signs) may be used. 
Status Report –  To be completed in the future for mitigation and permitting. 

    
 
AUTUMN/SPRING HABITAT 

 
19. Autumn/Spring Habitat Purchase - Any hibernaculum(a) purchased as part  of conservation for 

Indiana bat winter habitat will include a ssociated autumn swarming/spring staging habitat to the 
maximum ex tent p racticable. An y purchase will be from a willing s eller at fair market value. I n 
addition, so me p arcels con taining i mportant au tumn swarming/spring s taging habi tat may b e 
acquired near key h ibernacula regardless of whether the hibernacula a re acquired themselves.  
Any acquired  autu mn sw arming/spring staging habitat would be  turned o ver to an ap propriate 
government conservation and ma nagement agency for protection in perpetuity via conservation 
easements. The purchase of forestland would be included as part of the 3:1 mitigation in B.3. 
Status Report – To be completed in the future during consultation with USFWS.  

    
 

SUMMER HABITAT 
 

20. Summer Habitat - Investigations will be coordinated with the USFWS on purchasing lands at fair 
market value in the Action Area from “willing sellers” to preserve summer habitat.  Any  acquired 
summer habitat a rea w ould be  turn ed o ver to an  appr opriate government con servation and 
management agency for protection in perpetuity via conservation easements.   
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Status R eport –  To  be completed fo r mitigation and pe rmitting. No te: Re fer to Conservation 
Measure B.1 and B.3 for additional information. 
 

 
D.  EDUCATION / RESEARCH 

 
WINTER HABITAT 

 
 21.   New Hibernacula -  This commitment has been removed following request of USFWS 

  
22. Monitor Gated Caves - All caves that have gates erected as mitigation for this project will have 

their t emperature, hu midity, and populations mo nitored b efore and f or thr ee years af ter g ate 
installation. Infra-red video monitoring or other techniques deemed acceptable by USFWS will be 
conducted for a mini mum of two nights in the a ppropriate season at ea ch newly installed cave 
gate to ensure the bats are able to freely ingress and egress.  Data acquisition will use a number 
of data loggers minimizing the ne ed for entry into t hese caves.  All precautionary measures will 
be taken to minimize potential impacts to hibernating Indiana bats. 
Status Report –  To be completed in the future for mitigation and permitting. 

    
 

23. Cave Warning Signs - Where deemed appropriate by USFWS, the following may be done: signs 
will be pos ted t hat w arn the pu blic a nd dis courage c ave en try at hib ernacula within/near t he 
Action Area.  Signs should be placed so that they do not block air flow into the cave and do not 
draw attention to the en trance and att ract v iolators (U SFWS 1999).  Also, li ght-sensitive dat a 
loggers may be p laced w ithin the c aves t o asse ss the  effectiveness of the  warning sig ns at 
deterring un authorized en tries.  P ermission fr om the  land owners must be ob tained before 
erecting such signs and installing data loggers. 
Status Report –  To be completed anytime prior to or during construction of roadway.  Possibly 
contact the Indiana Karst Conservancy for a list of potential caves for fencing. 

 
 

24. Biennial Census – Total funding of $50,000 will be provided to supplement the biennial winter 
census of hibernacula within/near the proposed Action Areas. Funding will be made available in 
consultation with the USFWS.  
Status Report –  INDOT is working with USFWS in developing an agreement to transfer $50,000 
to USFWS for contracting such services. 

 
 
AUTUMN/SPRING HABITAT 

 
Autumn/Spring Habitat Research - Total funding of $125,000 will be p rovided for research on 
the relationship be tween quali ty au tumn/spring habitat n ear hibernacula a nd hib ernacula use 
within/near the Ac tion Area . This research should include m ethods at tempting t o t rack bats at 
longer distances such as aerial telemetry or a sufficient ground workforce. A research work plan 
will be developed in consultation with the USFWS. Funding will be made available as soon as 
practical after Notice to Proceed given to construction contractor for the applicable Tier 2 Section. 
Status Report –  To be completed in the future in consultation with USFWS. 

 
 

SUMMER HABITAT 
 

25. Mist Netting - A plan for surveying, monitoring, and reporting will be developed and conducted in 
consultation with and approved by U SFWS.  T his mist n etting rese arch w ill be b eyond Ti er 2 
sampling and monitoring requirements.  Forty to fifty mist netting sampling sites are anticipated. 
Surveys will be completed before construction and monitoring will be completed for the first f ive 
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years after construction b egins.  If In diana bats are captured, a ttempts w ill be mad e to locate 
roost trees using radio-tracking. Documentation will include annual reports. 
Status Report –  To b e completed in the future the year before and for five consecutive years 
after construction of the highway.  Sites are currently being reviewed by USFWS and include: 

Section 1 – Sites 3, 4, 5 and 6 
 Section 2 – Sites 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 22, 29 and 30 

Section 3 – Sites 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21 and 22 
 Section 4 – Sites 2, 3, 8, 11, 14, 18, 21, 23, 24, 27 and 

28 
   Section 5 – Sites 4, 6, 16, 19, 20, 22 and 23 

 Section 6 – Sites 5, 7, 8, 10, 13, 14, 17, 19, 20, 22 and 
23 

 
GENERAL 

 
Pamphlet - Total funding of $25,000 will be provided for the creation of an educational pamphlet 
and/or other educational materials to inform the public about the presence and protection of bats 
in Indiana, particularly the Indiana bat. Funding would be provided after a Notice to Proceed is  
issued for the first section of the project. 
Status Report – A d raft was included within the Tier 1 BA Addendum. A final poster and exhibit 
will be developed for mitigation and permitting services.  

 
 

26. Rest Areas - Rest areas will be designed with displays to educate the public on the presence and 
protection of sensitive species and habitats.  Attra ctive displays near picnic areas and buildings 
will serve to raise public awareness as they utilize the Interstate.  Information on the life history of 
the Indiana bat, protecting karst, and protecting water quality will be included in such displays. 
Status Report  –  At  this time, two rest area s are being considered fo r I-69  from Evansville t o 
Indianapolis.  One is located in Section 6. The other is located in Section 3 and may be used to 
promote an educational theme on the Amish, water quality in the White River, Indiana bats (and 
other species) a nd po ssibly ot hers. To be co mpleted in t he Tier 2 En vironmental I mpact 
Statement (EIS) for Sections 3 and 6 or others, as appropriate. 

 
.    

27. V isitor’s Center - I f reasonable, an  in terchange w ill be constructed that provides access t o a 
proposed Visitor’s Center at the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge. 
Status R eport – To be completed.  Interchanges in the vicinity of the Pa toka River National 
Wildlife Refu ge will include signage dire cting mot orist to  the Re fuge.  The final sele ction of 
interchange locations continues to be coordinated with the National Wildlife Refuge. 
  

28. GIS Information -  GIS maps and databases developed and compiled for use in  proposed I -69 
planning will be made available to the public.  This data provides information that can be used to 
determine suitable ha bitats, as well a s hi ghlight other environmental co ncerns i n l ocal, county, 
and r egional planning.  Di gital d ata an d on-line maps are b eing ma de available f rom a server 
accessed on the IGS website at IU: http://igs.indiana.edu/arcims/statewide/index.html. In addition, 
detailed GIS  f orest da ta (five meter resolution) will be d eveloped for the 1 3 maternity colon y 
foraging areas (circles with 2.5 mile radius) and Winter Action Area.  This data will be developed 
in order to better de termine habitat impacts to the Indiana ba t.  This is t he most accurate and 
detailed fo rest d ata know n to e xist for those areas.  This data could pot entially be  used b y 
USFWS, other government agencies, or  students to examine e ffects on the Indiana bat, other 
species, or ecosystems over time. 
Status Report –  To be completed.  

http://igs.indiana.edu/arcims/statewide/index.html
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Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus): If the Bald Eagle is de-listed in the near future, the 
commitments in the BO and BA will still be followed. Please refer to the Revised Programmatic Biological 
Opinion dated August 24, 2006.  
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B. Forest, Wetland & Stream Mitigation (Completed/Proposed) 
(Section 7 Consultation) 

Years 2004 to 2006 
 
This section of the annual report captures completed mitigation activities in 2004 and 2006 (none in 2005) 
and possibilities fo r 2 007. T his su mmary describ es the pa rcels a nd di scusses progress and ap proved 
and/or recommended mitigation credits.   The purpose for this list is to provide a descriptive and accurate 
account for mitigation lands in each section of I-69, and to establish a dialogue for determining mitigation 
credits in completed and future activities and purchases. 

 
Year 2004 

 
1. Coleman Property (Section 2) – The Coleman Property in Pike County was bought by INDOT in 

November 4, 2004 since it was for sale and was within the acquisition boundary for the Patoka 
River National Wildlife Refuge (the Refuge).   It was a strip mine (high wall) just a few years ago, 
and has since been filled and today, shows slightly subsided grounds.   A yellow house and trailer 
were a t the site a few  years b efore strip mining.  The parc el is loca ted southwest of the 
intersection of CR 200 S and CR 350  E (Slickum Hill Road).  Twenty acres were bought for a 
price of $  The proposed I-69 R/W will take the majority of this property.  Nonetheless, the 
property not taken could be forested.  We anticipate approximately 13 acres to reforest. 
 
Mitigation Credit –  Approximately 13 acres of reforestation towards mitigation as approved 

by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS 
Conclusion -   INDOT owns this land today 
 

 
2. Redding Property (Section 2) – The Redding Property in Pike C ounty is  on both sides of CR 

350 E an d south of CR 200 South.  The pr operty to th e east is 40 acres, and to the west is 20 
acres.   The land to the east is outside the present acquisition boundary for the Refuge but, could 
be included within the Refuge and used as a buffer where there would be no development. The 
land to the west of CR 350 E is within the acquisition boundary for the Refuge.  Some of the land 
on the west (5 acres) and to the east (35 acres) could be r eforested and include a sig n to the 
refuge, if a ppropriate.  INDOT boug ht th e lan d in Sep tember 15, 20 04 f or $   W e 
anticipate approximately 42 acres to reforest. 

 
Mitigation Credit –  Approximately 41.8 acres of reforestation towards mitigation as approved 

by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS 
Conclusion -  INDOT owns this land today 

 
 

3. Ravinia Woods (IPL Land) (Section 5)  -  INDOT provided funding to IDNR for the purchase of 
approximately 1,500 a cres o f la nd fro m In diana Power & Light  (IPL; now  managed b y I DNR, 
Division of Fore stry as “Ravinia Woods,” a uni t o f the Morgan-Monroe State Forest) in Morgan 
County for use as forest mitigation for the I-69 project.  The Ravinia Woods property is about 80% 
forested and appr oximately 0.5 mile from the W est Fo rk ( Bryant Cre ek) maternity colony in  
Section 5.   A narrow wooded riparian c orridor along Bu rkhart Creek p rovides connectivity 
between the West Fork (Bryant Creek) colony and Ravinia Woods.  INDOT considers this land to 
contribute to m eeting a minimum 1:1 of the f orest m itigation i n Section 5 (a pproximately 303 
acres). 
 
Mitigation Credit –  Approximately 303 ac res ( more or  le ss depending upon Section 5’ s 

forest im pacts) of  p reservation to wards mitigation as  approved b y 
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INDOT, FHWA and USFWS in Tier 1 Biological Assessment (Addendum) 
dated March 7, 2006 (pg. 17) 

Conclusion - IDNR owns and mana ges 1,500 acres tod ay.  INDOT paid $  
for this property. 

 
Year 2006 

 
1. Butcher Property (Section 2)  - INDOT provided funding for the cost for this property above fair 

market value (approximately $ to USFWS for the purchase of a 19.65-acre parcel (Butcher 
Property) for the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge.  T his parcel contains a primary Indiana 
bat roost and is within the Patoka River Indiana bat Maternity Colony foraging area.  The parcel 
was purchased on November 28, 2006. 
 
Mitigation Credit –  2 acres of preservation (Approved by USFWS via letter dated February 

13, 2006). 
Conclusion –   USFWS owns this property today and it is a part of the Refuge. 

 
Year 2006 (On-Going) 

 
1. Miller Property (Section 2)  – The Miller Property is east of CR 500 W (Miller Bridge Road) and 

is 4 2 a cres i n si ze ( two sep arate tra cts).  I t ha s e xcellent habitat for Indiana ba ts a nd other 
wildlife.   The property owner would like $ for the property; however, USFWS can spend 
only $46,200.   When the owner was approached in 2006, he acknowledged a willingness to sell 
at $ of which INDOT would write a check for $  He said that he would get back with 
USFWS in the future after talking to his family.   

 
Mitigation Credit - 14 acres (Approved by USFWS via letter dated February 13, 2006).  It is 

also possible to buy this property outright, that is, all 42 acres. 
Conclusion - No decision yet, but will ask refuge manager of US FWS to contact Mr. 

Miller again. 
 

2. Junkyard along SR 57 (Section 2) - The junkyard along SR 57 has junk cars and is located on 
an old Ab andoned Mine Lands (AML) Site.   Fla t Creek runs through this property of 26 acres.  
Water qu ality is po or, ( i.e. pH o f 2 .5) and r uns o ff this site i nto the creek.   The following is 
proposed for this site if the owner is willing.   INDOT would complete a Phase I Site Assessment 
and Phase II  testing for contamination and generate a re port on remediation, as needed.  T his 
may not be necessary i f IDEM has  done this and has f ound only slight contamination t hat the 
owner can remove.  If not contaminated or conditions exist that are minimal (surface staining and 
clean-up), or the property owner cleans up site, then INDOT could have a meeting with IDEM and 
Office o f Sur face Mini ng (OS M) to include this site  for r emediation under t he AML pro gram.  
IDEM is recording this site now, and OSM has this AML listed for possible clean-up.  If all is okay, 
OSM would co me in and c lean-up thi s ol d mining si te, and th en IN DOT would have th e s ite 
reforested fo r the  In diana ba t habitat.  In a ddition, t his s ite is within t he core h abitat of the  
copperbelly watersnake.  After reforestation, this 26 acre site could be given to USFWS’s refuge 
for protection in perpetuity.   

 
Mitigation Credit - 26 acres of reforestation as approved by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS 
Conclusion -  Needs to be discussed as a possible mitigation site. 
 

3. Peabody Coal Company (Section 2) -  Peabody Coal Company owns 1,100 to 1,200 acres of 
land in t he Snakey Point area.   Abou t 700 acres has been strip-mined; however, i t has been 
restored to wildlife habitat. The remaining area is a bottomland forest and wetlands that has been 
untouched. A number of state listed species, for example the short-eared owl, northern harrier, 
Henslow’s sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, northern copperbelly watersnake presently inhabit this 
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land.  This land is b eing purchased by an individual who will hold the property for USFWS for a 
certain tim e.  Prope rty could be bo ught f rom this o wner and a dded to t he U SFWS re fuge fo r 
protection in perpetuity.   

 
Mitigation Credit –  Unknown at this time but could be a large tract of land. 
Conclusion -  On-going. 
 

4. A. J. Shoultz (Dr. Ropp Property) (Section 2) – This 300-acre or so parcel includes a house on 
a hill o verlooking an expansive agricultural tract of land confined by a high (4-8 foot or greater, 
built in the1950’s) levee.  One se ction blew out in the January 2005 flood.  It  also has a pump 
house with electricity in the southwest corner.  An earlier offer of  dollars was turned 
down by the property owner on the possibility of mineral rights.   A.J. Shoultz is the heir since Dr. 
Ropp ha s pa ssed aw ay.  This property would be ou r priority, sinc e i t now  flood s and  we c an 
control water levels.   Waterfowl commonly use this area during the spring and fall. This would be 
a great location for a refuge office/visitor center and a walking trail. 

 
Mitigation Credit -  300 acres or so as approved by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS  
Conclusion - Need to call A.J. Shoultz 
 

5. Buck Marsh B iodiversity Pr oject (Section 2)  –  If acc epted by  I NDOT, FHWA, U SFWS an d 
other agencies, the South Fork of the Patoka River could be diverted back into its original channel 
for about 1-1.5 miles in the Buck Marsh complex.  Th is would require dredging the old channel 
and installing a structure in the channelized South Fork.  Such a project would add diversity and 
improve water qua lity since the So uth Fork h as fines and c oal refuse now.   T he old chann el 
would contin ue to allow for flo oding; how ever, would provide a  mo re a ppropriate a nd n atural 
habitat for mussel beds, fishes and other wildlife.   This project would go a long way in mitigating 
for any stream impacts in the project.  USFWS owns land on both sides of Buck Marsh so they 
would be flooding their own land. 

 
Mitigation Credit –  250 acres as approved by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS  
Conclusion -  Need to discuss this plan. 
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C. Administrative Activities and Section 7 Consultation 
INDOT, FHWA and USFWS 

 
The following action items or administrative activities were discussed in a meeting with INDOT and FHWA 
in R oom N6 42 in IGS on  19 December 200 6.  We als o ha d a c onference call on the se is sues with 
USFWS on January 10, 2007.  Other meetings were held on January 17 and March 14 with USFWS on 
the following Action Items.   
  

1. USFWS Reviewer Agreement  
        

Finalize a reviewer position for USFWS as funded by INDOT and FHWA fo r a minimum number 
of three years.  We think that 5 years may be best, and that at this time, Michelle Hilary has the 
agreement.  We need to ch eck w ith Mi chelle on its progress. W e a lso need to ha ve thi s 
agreement in place to access the availability of  such services in the Tier 2 BA ’s for appropriate 
mitigation and permitting. 
2006 Status: Check status with Michelle Hilary and Scott Pruitt.  
 

2. An Agreement to Transfer Mitigation Money to USFWS     
 

INDOT and FHWA have committed $270,000.00 for conservation measures for I-69, not including 
habitat (e.g., cave, wetland, forest, prairie) replacement.   The general thought of some may be to 
transfer this sum to USFWS for them to contract appropriate services.  The  $270,000 is broken 
down as follows: 

 
 1. Biennial Census    $50,000 
 2. Autumn/Spring Habitat      $125,000  
 3. Indiana Bat Pamphlet    $25,000 
 4. Bald Eagle Pamphlet    $25,000 
 5. Eastern Fanshell Pamphlet   $25,000 
 6. Captive-Rearing Research   $20,000 
 
    Total    $270,000 
 

At present, another organization has a small book entitled “Bats of Indiana” available for review 
by U SFWS, a nd co st for  publi cation is la cking.  This small book would look lik e “Bats o f 
Arkansas”.  I n t ransferring money to USFWS,  i t would be the responsibility of them to u se this 
book for the commitment above or other information or a combination of both (please see items 
#24, 25, and 27 of  Conservation Measures). 
2006 Status: Check status with Scott Pruitt and Michelle Hilary. 
 

3. Signage below Bridge that has been Fenced for Indiana Bats    
 
Coordination in monitoring on this bridge indicates that signage is needed.  A suggestion at this 
time is as follows, “All work within 200 feet of this area (or as part of this bridge) requires, by law, 
a call to 812-882-8330 (INDOT Vinc ennes D istrict) and 812-334-4261 (USFWS – Bloomington 
Field Offi ce).”  This language is ten tative and needs t o be ap proved by all par ties.  A s ystem 
needs to be put in place at the Vincennes District Office and USFWS to direct such a call to  the 
appropriate person(s). 
2006 Status:  BLA will work with INDOT (Vincennes District) on the size for t he above sign and 
number of signs, and developing an appropriate system of coordination on this bridge (please see 
item # 8 of Conservation Measures). 
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4. Plan and Profile for the Patoka River and East Fork Bridges     
 

This requires INDOT, FH WA and t heir consultants (BLA, HW C) to work with USFWS on their 
current bridge designs. Th is i ncludes clearance, dra inage on the bridge, l engths and any other 
considerations in these bridges.  At the present time, we are investigating the opportunity to fit the 
ends of these two proposed bridges for bat roosting.  The Bridge over the  is 
being u sed as a g uide f or ce rtain de sign features.  We ha ve contacted Bill McCo y (Refuge 
Manager) and Bloomington Field Office for their comments on the Plan and Profile sheets given 
to them on these Bridges (please see item #11 of Conservation Measures). 
2006 Status:  USFWS (BFO) will work with Bill M cCoy from the Patoka River National Wi ldlife 
Refuge on any comments in the future. 
 

5. Coordination on Tier-2 Biological Assessment Formats         
 

This includes coo rdinating with the USFWS and discussing fo rmat and con tent on th ese 
documents. This has been started, but needs to be finalized.  We also need to discuss Prescribed 
Management Ac tivities for th e In diana bat .  An earlier submittal t o US FWS sh owed m ore 
information needed on snags and general age of forests in the sections. In the Fall of 2006, BLA 
staff went out and completed 29 forest plots to answer these questions.  Data on number of trees, 
dbh (diameter at bre ast height), species, den sity, and number of snag and  dead tre es w ere 
recorded in 2 0-meter diameter forest plots. A description of g round cover was also denoted for 
each forest plot.   A preliminary copy of the Tier 2 BA will be submitted to USFWS on January 4, 
2006 for their comments. 
2006 S tatus:  This pre paratory docum ent w as gi ven to FHWA, USFWS and IN DOT.  Pl ease 
provide comments at your earliest convenience. 
 

6. Review Forest Plot Data 
         

This involves coordination with INDOT, FHWA and USFWS on data from 29 forest plots and their 
interpretation as  needed in th e Tie r 2  Biologic al Asses sments.  Such in formation sh owed a 
projected number of snags removed by the pro ject relative to the number of snags available in 
the vicinity county wide.  Similarly, it gi ves percentages fo r seedlings, saplings, pole -sized and 
saw timber.  Species composition and density were also discussed in this review. 
2006 Status:  Forest Plot Data is available in the Tier 2 BA for Section 1 only. 
 

7. Finalizing Poster on the Natural History of the Indiana bat     
 

Continue to work with USFWS on any changes to this educational poster. Talking to USFWS on 
this task, indicated that the Recovery Plan is in review now and that in the future they would like 
to finalize the poster for use in the Recovery Plan.  Suggestions on the poster by USFWS will be 
offered in the near future.  
2006 Status:  It was decided that within 3 months, USFWS would provide BLA comments. When 
these comments are received, changes would be made to this poster. 

 
8. Bald Eagle Commitments in the Biological Assessment  

  
If the Bald Eagle is de-listed in the n ear fut ure, a re the co mmitments in the BO and BA still 
required by USFWS?  T his question requires a discussion with USFWS since there has never 
been in Indiana a federally listed species that has been de-listed.  Thoughts on this commitment 
will be discussed on the Conference Call. 
2006 Sta tus:  It w as agr eed to go a head a nd d o the c ommitments for t his s pecies e ven if i t 
becomes de-listed. 
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9. Bat Friendly Bridges          
 

A limited number of bat f riendly bridges may be feasible and prudent.  At t his time, the Patoka 
River and East Fork are the only bridges that are being considered.   Bridge designs may mimic 

 bridge conditions over the near   Essentially, this 
bridge is a 4 span bridge with the end trusses connected to the edge of a concrete block structure 
located within the side of a h ill.  The concrete block structure is enclosed on the sides and top 
with a ground (sloping) bottom.  Be ams (primarily longitudinal) provide sui table roosting for the 
bats (i .e. areas of the beams near the ceiling) where the b ats hang down with their feet on the 
beam near the ceiling. 
2006 Sta tus:  It was decided to  go ahead and develop concepts for  discussion on the bridge 
crossings of the Patoka River and the East Fork.  This is a future activity and discussion (please 
see item # 8 of Conservation Measures). 

 
10. I-69 Planning Grants and Proposed Mitigation Sites      

 
It is important to coordinate efforts of proposed mitigation sites with those persons involved in the 
I-69 pla nning grants.   Without s uch coordination, con flicts in  use co uld aris e.  By  having 
appropriate documentation of mitigation sites, then potential conflicts in land use can be diverted. 
2006 Status:  Good idea and BLA needs to work with HNTB to make sure there are no conflicts. 
INDOT has invited BLA to come to PMT meetings. 
 

11. Annual Reports for USFWS  
        

Annual reports would be needed during active coordination with USFWS (i.e., one year prior and 
five years aft er con struction for each se ction).  Annual re ports may be related t o mo nitoring, 
research a nd/or c ompletion of c onservation measures.  I n t he la ter re port on c onservation 
measures, maybe a table would be appropriate that keeps track of on-going activities. 
2006 Status:  This is correct, and a summary for the Year 2006 is requested by USFWS soon. 

 
 
 
C:\Tom\FWS Annual Report 2006 DRAFT_03_27_07.doc 

   
 



United States Departn1ent of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273 

Robert F. Tally, Jr. 
Division Administrator, Indiana Division 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 North Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Dear Mr. Tally: 

18 May 2007 

We are sending you this letter to inform you and others in the Federal Highway Administration 
about the Service's decision to modifY our section 7 consultation approach for each of the six 
Tier 2 Sections of the proposed Interstate 69 (1-69) project from Indianapolis to Evansville, 
Indiana. We are no longer planning to follow an "appended" programmatic approach as 
presented on page 37 ofthe 24 August 2006 Revised Programmatic Biological Opinion (BO) for 
the second tier of our two-tiered consultation process for the 1-69 project. Instead, we now intend 
to prepare an individual Tier 2 BO for each of the six Tier 2 Sections for which we conclude will 
be likely to adversely affect the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and/or bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus). The Tier 2 BO for a Section will be a stand-alone document that "tiers" back to 
the 2006 Revised Programmatic BO, rather than being physically appended to it. 

While conducting each of the Section-specific "second tier" consultations, the Service will 
ensure that each action proposed under I-69's programmatic-level design standards (1) are 
consistent with the previously evaluated standards and conservation commitments (2) will have 

the effects anticipated during the landscape/programmatic-level analysis, that is, that there is 
nothing unusual about the proposed Section-specific project that will result in unanticipated 
impacts, and (3) that the environmental baseline will be appropriately updated. 

As previously proposed, the Service will review the information provided by FHW A and U\l"DOT 
within each of the forthcoming Tier 2 Biological Assessments (BAs) for each I-69 Section. We 
will (1) confirm the species that may be affected, (2) assess how the action may affect the 
species, including ensuring that the level of effect is commensurate with the effects contemplated 
in the Tier 1 programmatic-level BO, and (3) verity the current tally of the cumulative total of 
incidental take that has occurred to date is below the levels anticipated in the 2006 programmatic 
incidental take statement (ITS). During this review, if it is determined that an individual Section 
ofi-69 is not likely to adversely affect listed species, the Service will complete its documentation 
with a standard concurrence letter stating that the Service concurs that the proposed project 
Section is not likely to adversely affect listed species or designated critical habitat. The 
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concurrence letter will refer to the Tier 1 Revised Programmatic BO (i.e., it "tiers" to it), and 
specify that the Tier 2 BA is consistent with the analysis underlying the Tier 1 Revised 
Programmatic BO. However, if, information presented in a Tier 2 BA establishes that the 
proposed Section-specific actions are likely to adversely affect listed species or designated 
critical habitat, then the Service will complete a Tier 2 BO along with a Section-specific ITS. No 
incidental take shall be exempted until after a Tier 2 BA has been reviewed and has been found 
to be consistent with Tier 1 in a Section-specific concurrence letter, or until a Section-specific 
Tier 2 BO and ITS have been completed by the Service. 

If you have any questions about the change to the Service's consultation approach for the I-69 
project or how we intend Tier 2 consultations to proceed, please contact me or Andy King at 812-
334-4261. 

Scott E. Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 

cc: Tony DeSimone, FHWA-Indiana Division 
Tom Seeman, INDOT 
Michelle Hilary, INDOT 
Kent Ahrenholtz, BLA 
Tom Cervone, BLA 
Albert Ferlo, Akin Gump 
Jennifer Szymanski, USFWS 
Rebecca Riley, DOJ 
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May 25, 2007 

Mr. Scott Pruitt 
Field Supervisor, Bloomington Field Office 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
620 S. Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN 47403 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Ind ianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Scott Pruitt: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for J-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 200 I). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section I, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for I-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at I 0:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code - 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference calVJntemet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25,2007 

Ms. Amy S. Babey 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Box 59 - Louisville District 
Louisville, KY 40201 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Amy S. Babey: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for I-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001 ). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEP A provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at I 0:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference calVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DElS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc .com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. , Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25, 2007 

Mr. Kenneth G. Day 
Forest Supervisor, Hoosier National Forest 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
811 Constitution A venue 
Bedford, IN 47421 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Kenneth Day: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency' s review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you' ll recall, Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 j ust north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for I-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for I-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. 1n addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference call/Internet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the l-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P .E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 



'~J!b1r--_1-_6_9_E_V_A_N_S.:.....V_I_L_L-'-E-'-T.:.....O~IN-'-D::....I=A=N=A-'-P.:.....O.:.....L=I;;....;;S-'-T.:.....I=E=R .:.....2 _:S;.....;T;.....;U.:.....D_..;.I_..:;;E=S-

May 25,2007 

Ms. Jane Hardisty 
State Resource Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service/USDA 
6013 Lakeside Blvd 
Indianapolis, IN 46278 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to I ndianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Jane Hardisty: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the l-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for I-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001 ). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at I 0:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

The agenda for the conference calVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin , Locbmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25, 2007 

Ms. Pam Fisher 
Regulatory Ombudsman 
U. S. Department of Commerce 
One North Capitol A venue- Suite 700 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Pam Fisher: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency' s review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you ' ll recall, Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for I-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001 ). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at I 0:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line - 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

The agenda for the conference caJVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the J-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, "Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz<@.blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 4 7715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hi lary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 



'i.Jl8~---·--6_9_E_V_A_N_S_V_I_L_L_E_T_O_IN_D_I_A_N_A_P_O_L_I_S_T_I_ER_2_S_T_U_D_I_E_S_ 

May 25,2007 

Mr. David Poynter 
Administrator 
CraneNSWC 
300 Hwy. 361 Building 
Crane, IN 47522 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear David Poynter: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for J-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section I, USEP A provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for I-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for I-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line - 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference call/Internet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the J-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Locbmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P .E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25,2007 

Ms. Christie Stanifer 
Environmental Coordinator 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
402 West Washington Street- Room W264 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Christie Stanifer: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for 1-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for l-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency's input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

The agenda for the conference call/Internet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEJS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the J-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-741 1 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25,2007 

Ms. Martha Clark Mettler 
Branch Chief of Watershed Planning 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
l 00 North Senate A venue 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Martha Clark Mettler: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the I-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for 1-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001 ). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for I-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

The agenda for the conference calVlnternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHWA) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
J. Randolph (IDEM) 
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May 25,2007 

Mr. Ernest Quintana 
Regional Director 
National Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior 
601 Riverfront Drive 
Omaha, NE 68102 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Ernest Quintana: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), we are respectfully requesting your agency' s review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you ' ll recall, Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for 1-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, US EPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 4 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5 to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line - 1-866-206-0240; Access Code - 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference calVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 4 77 I 5. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Locbmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P .E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25,2007 

Mr. Kenneth Westlake 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Street 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Kenneth Westlake: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you' ll recall, Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for I-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHW A - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001 ). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section 1, USEPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for I-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at l 0:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line - 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference call/Internet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DETS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
infonnation to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 4 7715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures (5 Hard Copies & I CD of Screening Package) 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 



1-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

May 25,2007 

Mr. Roger Wiebusch 
Chief of Bridge Branch 
Second Coast Guard District 
St. Louis, MO 63103 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Roger Wiebusch: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you' ll recall, Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of Independent Utility for 1-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section I, US EPA provided a number of comments which were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for I-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. ln addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and Internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- 1-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 
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The agenda for the conference calVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
lndianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-741 I or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or. .e@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E~ J\ . . . nager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 41~11.$:; :~(~you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this impft~·~t~t, · · ·· 

~·~:·c:f,.~;:... 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone (FHW A) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 
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May 25, 2007 

Mr. Tom Micuda 
Director 
Bloomington Metropolitan Planning Organization 
401 North Morton - Suite 160 
Bloomington, IN 47404 

Re: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for Section 5 

Dear Tom Micuda: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency's review 
and input of the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Section 5 of the J-69 
Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. As you'll recall, Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project extends from State Road 37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road 
(south of Bloomington) via State Road 37 to State Road 39 (Martinsville). 

As outlined in the Tier 2 Formal Agency Coordination handout provided to each of the agencies 
in December 2004, this package is the fifth in a series of agency review packages that you will 
receive from each of the six Sections of independent Utility for J-69. This meeting is in 
accordance with the FHWA - Indiana Division Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 
These procedures provide that during development of this project, comments will periodically be 
solicited from appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as other interested persons 
and the general public, in accordance with requirements set forth in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

During the review process for the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening package for 
Section l , USEPA provided a number of comments wh ich were applicable to these packages in 
all sections. The package for Section 5 includes modified wording and graphics which address 
these comments. 

We have enclosed the following project information to assist in your review: 

• Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for 1-69 Section 5 
• Preliminary Alternatives Maps for 1-69 Section 5 

We are requesting your agency' s input and comments on these items by Wednesday, July 25 
2007, to ensure timely progress in development of Section 5 of this project. In addition, we have 
scheduled a conference call and internet webcast for Tuesday, July 3, 2007 at 10:00 am EDT for 
Section 5, to provide you with the opportunity to ask questions, get clarification, and provide 
informal comments and feedback to the PMC and EEAC for Section 5. The call-in information is 
as follows: Conference telephone line- l-866-206-0240; Access Code- 646365#. Please reply 
to Carol Hood via email (chood@blainc.com) if you will participate in this conference 
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call/webcast, so that we may forward the information that will allow you to participate in the 
Internet webcast as well. 

The agenda for the conference calVInternet webcast will include a presentation on alternatives 
recommended to be studied in detail in the DEIS, where the Section 5 EEAC is in the process, 
and what questions or comments the agencies may have related to the material provided with this 
package. 

We appreciate any input that you can provide concerning Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project. Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional 
information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Tom Cervone, Ph.D. of Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or tcervone@blainc.com. Please address all 
written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715. Thank you and we look forward to your 
continued participation in this important project. 

Sincerely, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

Kent Ahrenholtz, P .E. 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

Cc: T. DeSimone(FHWA) 
M. Hilary (INDOT) 
T. Seeman (INDOT) 
W. Malley (Akin Gump) 



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND SCREENING 

For Tier 2, Section 5 (Bloomington to Martinsville) 

of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 

May 2007 

This report describes the preliminary alternatives analysis and screening of alternatives for 
Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies.  It is provided as part of the 
second formal agency coordination milestone, as provided in the FHWA-Indiana Division’s 
Indiana’s Streamlined EIS Procedures (July 6, 2001). 

This report includes the following sections:  
 

• Section 1.0 is a summary of the Purpose and Need for the I-69 project; 
• Section 2.0 is an overview of key factors in the development of Tier 2 alternatives;  
• Section 3.0 describes the scoping and development of the Tier 2 alternatives building on 

the Tier 1 alternatives. The tiered Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process differs 
from a typical non-tiered NEPA study;  and 

• Section 4.0 describes the alternatives analysis and the alternatives carried forward for 
detailed study. 

 
As established in the I-69 Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of 
Decision (ROD), Alternative 3-C utilizes existing SR 37 between Bloomington and Indianapolis.  
Therefore, the mainline of Section 5 generally follows the SR 37 right-of-way from its southern 
terminus just south of Bloomington to its northern terminus just south of Martinsville.  Unlike 
Sections 1-4 of the I-69 corridor, “alternatives” developed in the Section 5 EIS are primarily 
based on different combinations of interchange points, access options and frontage roads.    

1.0 Summary of Purpose and Need 

The Purpose and Need and Preliminary Alternatives package for Section 5 was submitted to 
resource agencies on November 11, 2005. The package contained the draft Purpose and Need 
Statement for Section 5 and exhibits showing the preliminary alternatives developed for the 
section. The statement of Purpose and Need and preliminary alternatives were reviewed by 
resource agencies during a web cast meeting with the Section 5 project team December 14, 2005. 
The meeting is summarized in Section 3.4.3, Resource Agency Coordination.   

The purpose of the project for Section 5 is to advance the overall goals of the I-69 Evansville-to-
Indianapolis project in a manner consistent with the commitments in the Tier 1 Record of 
Decision (ROD), while also addressing local needs identified in the Tier 2 process. The local 
needs identified in Tier 2 for Section 5 include:   

1 



• Complete Section 5 of I-69 Between Victor Pike South of Bloomington and SR 39 in 
Martinsville 

• Reduce Existing and Forecasted Traffic Congestion  
• Improve Traffic Safety 
• Support Local Economic Development Initiatives 

The goals and performance measures associated with the Purpose and Need for Section 5 are 
summarized in Table 1.  Tier 1 core goals are shown in bold italics. 

Table 1: Section 5 Goals and Performance Measures  
Tier 2 Section 5 

Tier 1 
Section 5 Goals Section 5 Performance Measures 

GOAL 1—Improve the 
transportation linkage 
between Evansville and 
Indianapolis 

GOAL 8—Facilitate interstate 
and international movement 
of freight 

GOAL 9— Connect I-69 to 
major intermodal facilities in 
Southwest Indiana 

GOAL 1—Complete Section 5 of I-69 
between Victor Pike south of 
Bloomington and SR 39 in Martinsville 

Development of a freeway which meets 
current design standards.  (All alternatives 
would be equal in their ability to satisfy this 
criterion.) 

GOAL 3 —Reduce existing and 
forecasted traffic congestion on 
the highway network in 
Southwest Indiana 

GOAL 2—Reduce existing and 
forecasted traffic congestion on the 
highway network in the Section 5 
Study Area 

Reduction of traffic congestion in the 
Section 5 Study Area.  The level of 
service, as well as other measures of 
congestion relief, will be calculated and 
compared for each alternative. 

GOAL 4 —Improve safety 
levels in Southwest Indiana 

GOAL 3— Reduce crashes on local 
and state roads in the Section 5 Study 
Area (Morgan and Monroe Counties) 

Reduction of crashes in the Section 5 
Study Area. The reduction in the number 
of fatal, injury and property-damage 
accidents will be assessed for each 
alternative. 

Goal 6 — Support sustainable, 
long-term economic growth 
(diversity of employer types) 

GOAL 7 — Support economic 
development to benefit a wide 
spectrum of area residents 

GOAL 4—Support local economic 
development initiatives 

Alternatives will be evaluated and 
compared for the overall level of 
accessibility they provide to local 
businesses.  Travel times and distances 
from three representative local origin 
points to specific local commercial, retail 
and employment areas will be compared 
for each alternative. 
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2.0 Alternative Development Overview 

The range of alternatives in the second tier of a tiered NEPA study is circumscribed by the 
decisions reached in Tier 1. In a typical NEPA study, these constraints do not exist. In non-tiered 
studies the project termini, along with a general routing (which may include alternative choices 
for communities to be served) are used in the scoping process to specify a range of alternatives.  
Even in a relatively small non-tiered NEPA study, the locations of alternatives may differ by 
many miles. Section 2.1 describes how the range of alternatives is affected by the tiered nature of 
this study. 

Because the Tier 1 decision resulted in the selection of a corridor, a different approach to traffic 
forecasting is needed to develop the Tier 2 alternatives.  In Tier 2, the range of alternatives is 
constrained by the Tier 1 decision.  Accordingly, more detailed modeling tools are needed to 
evaluate alternatives.  The traffic forecasts for this Tier 2 study are provided by a hierarchy of 
traffic models. Both Version 4 of the Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) and a 
more detailed corridor model are used.  The corridor model is “fed” by the results of the ISTDM. 
The corridor model includes the counties through which the approved corridor for I-69 passes, as 
well as all or part of other nearby counties.  Finally, in Sections 5 and 6, a simulation model is 
used in the urban areas of Bloomington, Martinsville, and Marion County.  This simulation 
model is “fed” by the corridor model, and (as its name implies) “simulates” interaction between 
individual vehicles.  Section 2.2 describes this hierarchy of modeling tools. 

2.1 Scoping of Alternatives in a Tiered Study 

The Tier 1 ROD approved a corridor for I-69 between I-64 north of Evansville and I-465 south 
of Indianapolis. This corridor generally is 2,000 feet in width. It narrows in some places to as 
little as 420 feet near the Patoka National Wildlife Refuge. In other locations, it widens to as 
much as 6,400 feet in northern Daviess County. The Tier 2 studies will determine an exact 
alignment for I-69 within this corridor.   

Section 5 begins at just north of the intersection of SR 37 and Victor Pike, south of Bloomington, 
and continues northward to just south of the existing interchange of SR 37 and SR 39 in 
Martinsville. This section of the I-69 project is approximately 23 miles in length and extends 
through Monroe and Morgan Counties, Indiana, along the alignment of existing SR 37, a multi-
lane divided principal arterial highway with partial access control.  The majority of the corridor 
is in Monroe County. 

The selection of a corridor in Tier 1 limits the range of Tier 2 alternatives.  The Tier 1 decision 
determined which communities will be served, and the general route for the highway. 

The Tier 1 ROD specified that the following would be key issues for distinguishing alternatives 
in Tier 2 studies.  See Section 2.3.4, Range of Alternatives, in the ROD for additional details. 
 

• Interchange location and design 
• Access to abutting properties 
• Location of grade separations and intersecting roads 
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Because the alignments themselves are constrained by a narrow corridor, variations in alignment 
are not as significant in distinguishing alternatives as are the three issues cited above.  In general, 
variations in alignment will be considerations in minimizing costs and impacts. 

2.2 Traffic Modeling 

As discussed above, the possible alignments in this Tier 2 EIS are much more similar than is 
typical in a non-tiered highway NEPA study.  Accordingly, the tools used to compare the 
performance of these alternatives also must be more focused. The ISTDM is a very robust tool 
for comparing the alternatives in a typical NEPA study. However, with the alignments confined 
to a corridor that generally is less than one-half mile in width, tools to evaluate alternatives on a 
more minute scale were needed. 

To prepare for Tier 2 studies, the ISTDM was refined to provide a more detailed highway 
network throughout the state1. The results of this upgrade are illustrated in Figures 1 and 2.  
Figure 12 shows the highway network for the previous version (Version 3) of the ISTDM. It had 
18,000 links, with 23,000 miles of highway network. Figure 2 shows the highway network for 
Version 4 of the ISTDM.  It has 35,000 links, with 29,000 miles of highway network. 

                                                 

 
1  The Indiana Statewide Travel Demand Model (ISTDM) is regularly updated by INDOT to incorporate the most 

current data and transportation planning practices.  ISTDM Version 3 was used for the Tier 1 Study; ongoing 
Tier 2 Studies are using ISTDM Version 4. 

2  Figures 1 – 5 are intended to communicate, in a schematic manner, the relative level of detail of the modeled 
highway network and Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs).  Other maps provided in the DEIS and FEIS will be much 
more detailed, consistent with the resource or impacts under discussion. 
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Insert Figure 1: ISTDM Version 3 Network 
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Insert Figure 2: ISTDM Version 4 Network 
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Figures 3 and 4 further illustrate the updates made to Version 4 of the ISTDM.  Figure 3 shows 
the 844 Traffic Analysis Zones3 (TAZs) used in Version 3.  Figure 4 shows the 4,720 TAZs used 
in Version 4. In Version 4 of the ISTDM, its zonal structure is five times more detailed than the 
zonal structure for Version 3. 

Once the ISTDM was updated to Version 4, an even more detailed model was created for the 
region proximate to the I-69 corridor.  This “corridor model” included the counties in which the 
selected I-69 corridor is located, as well as all or part of other nearby counties.  Figure 5 shows 
the network associated with the Tier 2 corridor model. The greatest density of lines shows the 
location of the selected corridor for I-69, as well as nearby roads. In the vicinity of the I-69 
corridor, the corridor model includes all roads down to the functional classification4 of minor 
collector (in rural areas)5 and collector (in urban areas)6. In addition, those local roads that 
possibly could be affected by I-69 (e.g., be considered for closure or grade separations) are 
included. The corridor model also is designed to be suitable for considering alternative 
interchange locations.7   

                                                 

 
3  A “traffic analysis zone” (TAZ) is a geographic area which conforms to US Census geography, is consistent 

with the highway network, and is relatively homogeneous with respect to population demographics and land 
use.  The transportation model regards trips on the highway network as originating and terminating within these 
TAZs. 

4  ”Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into classes, of systems, 
according to the character of the service they are intended to provide.  Basic to this process is the recognition 
that individual roads and streets do not serve travel independently in any major way.  Rather, most travel 
involves movement through a network of roads.”  Quoted from Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, 
Criteria and Procedures.  FHWA, Revised March, 1989, p. II-1. 

5  In rural areas, collectors are defined as routes which “… generally serve travel of primarily intracounty rather 
than statewide importance and constitute those routes on which (regardless of traffic volume) predominant 
travel distances are shorter than on arterial routes.  Consequently, more moderate speeds may be typical.”  Rural 
minor collectors are described as routes which should “… (1) Be spaced at intervals, consistent with population 
density, to collect traffic from local roads and bring all developed areas within a reasonable distance of a 
collector road; (2) provide service to the remaining smaller communities (not served by major collectors); and 
(3) link the locally important traffic generators with their rural hinterlands.”  (Ibid, p. II-10). 

6  In urban areas, collectors are defined as routes which provide, “… both land access service and traffic 
circulation within residential neighborhoods, commercial and industrial areas.  It (the collector street system) 
differs from the arterial system in that facilities on the collector system may penetrate residential 
neighborhoods, distributing trips from the arterials through the area to the ultimate destination.”  (Ibid, p. II-13).  
In urban areas, there is no distinction between major and minor collectors. 

7  As noted in Section 2.1, grade separations, treatment of intersecting roads, and locations of interchanges are 
major issues that will define Tier 2 alternatives. The scale of the corridor model is such that it can be used to 
provide a meaningful comparison of such alternative treatments. 
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Insert Figure 3: ISTDM Version 3 Traffic Analysis Zones 

8 



Insert Figure 4: ISTDM Version 4 Traffic Analysis Zones 
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Insert Figure 5: I-69 Tier 2 Corridor Model Network 
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The TAZ structure in the corridor model also is more detailed than in the ISTDM.  There are 
over 4,300 TAZs in the corridor model that covers only the corridor in the southwestern Indiana, 
as compared with only 4,700 in Version 4 of the ISTDM that covers the whole state. 

To provide Tier 2 forecasts, the results obtained from the ISTDM are “fed into” the corridor 
model. The auto and truck trip tables8 that are provided by the ISTDM traffic assignment9 are 
disaggregated using TransCAD’s10 built-in proportionate disaggregation procedure to provide 
trip tables corresponding to the TAZ structure in the corridor model.11  In this process, many of 
the trips assigned to a TAZ in the ISTDM are assigned to an external station12 in the corridor 
mode.  The corridor model is then run using these trip tables to obtain a traffic assignment that is 
detailed enough to support decisions regarding Tier 2 alternatives. The corridor model produces 
assignments for the AM peak hour, the PM peak hour, and total weekdays (24 hour). The AM 
and PM peak percentages and directional splits in the corridor model traffic assignments were 
calibrated against actual traffic counts along SR 3713 and rural corridors in Southwest Indiana, as 
appropriate. 

Finally, within the urban areas of Section 5 (Bloomington) a simulation model (Paramics)14 is 
used to simulate actual traffic flows.  The traffic forecasts provided by the corridor model are fed 
into the simulation model.  The simulation model uses probabilistic techniques to portray actual 
traffic flows and the interactions between individual vehicles.  The simulation model allows 
detailed analysis of traffic engineering issues which must be considered in planning interchange 

                                                 

 
8  A “trip table” is a matrix listing the number of trips made between any two zones.   
9  A traffic assignment is the simulation of traffic flows within the transportation network provided by a travel 

model (such as TransCAD). The traffic assignment provides forecasts of the number of vehicles on each road 
within the highway network, as well as turning movements at intersections and freeway interchanges. 

10  TransCAD ® is the modeling platform produced by Caliper Corp. that is used by INDOT for the ISTDM. 
11  For example, in the ISTDM, the trip table may show 420 trips between two zones x and y. The corridor model 

has a more refined zone structure.  Zone x in the ISTDM may be subdivided into 5 zones (x1, x2, x3, x4, and x5) in 
the corridor model.  Similarly, zone y in the ISTDM may be subdivided into 5 zones (y1, y2, y3, y4, and y5) in the 
corridor model. The TransCAD procedure referenced here breaks down the 420 trips between zone x and zone y 
into the 25 possible categories (e.g., trips from x1 to y1, trips from x2 to y1, etc.). The total number of trips 
between all combinations of zones xn and yn would total 420. This procedure takes into account the 
characteristics of each zone xn and yn (e.g., population and employment) in allocating trips to that zone. 

12  An “external station” is a special kind of zone on the boundary of a modeled area. Trips that enter or leave the 
modeled area are shown as originating or ending at that zone.  For example, if the boundary of the modeled area 
were at I-70 west of US 231, all trips entering or leaving the modeled area via I-70 would be shown with their 
origin or destination at that external station.  Such trips may begin or end far beyond the external station.  In this 
example, trips modeled as originating at an external station on I-70 west of US 231 may originate at St. Louis, 
Missouri Terre Haute, Indiana and various other points west. 

13  SR 37 is the principal transportation facility whose existing traffic counts were used, because it is the most 
significant transportation facility which is included within the confines on the corridor model.  Recent traffic 
counts (taken within the last several years) on this and other major facilities were used to ensure that the base 
year traffic assignment (for the year 2000) could adequately “predict the present.” 

14  Paramics is commercially-available traffic microsimulation software.  It is produced by Quadstone Limited. 
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design, grade separations, and access treatments in urban areas.  These detailed traffic 
engineering issues include queuing at intersections, traffic signalization, and ramp location and 
design features.  

Figure 6 shows a portion of the Paramics simulation network in Bloomington, Indiana.  Figure 7 
is an example of an actual Paramics analysis displaying the interaction between vehicles. 

The traffic forecasts used in the engineering analysis of alternatives are provided by the corridor 
model.  In addition, the performance measures which will be used in the alternatives analysis 
will be calculated using post-processors15 that analyze the traffic assignments provided by the 
corridor model. 

                                                 

 
15  A “post processor” is a computer program that analyzes a traffic assignment to compute measures of 

transportation performance.  For example, an accessibility postprocessor may compare the travel times between 
any number of location pairs in the “no-build” and “build” networks in order to assess the improvement in 
accessibility provided by a particular alternative. 
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Insert Figure 6:  Paramics Network in Bloomington 
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Insert Figure 7:  Paramics Analysis Displaying Vehicle Interaction 
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3.0 Development of Alternatives 

This section describes the scoping process and the development of alternative roadway 
alignments within the approved corridor for Section 5. This corridor, including the termini for 
Section 5, was approved in the Tier 1 ROD on March 24, 2004.  

Because the alignment in Section 5 is generally required to follow the SR 37 alignment, the 
degree to which local purpose and need goals are satisfied will not be affected to any significant 
degree by slight alignment variations from SR 37.  The most variable features of the alignments 
are the various access options, e.g., interchanges, access roads and frontage roads.  These access 
options will be analyzed as part of the alignment alternatives carried forward for detailed study 
and their ability to affect performance on local purpose and need goals will be assessed at that 
time.  The screening of alternatives is based upon an analysis of impacts and costs.  Avoiding 
impacts and minimizing cost are of primary concern.  The degree to which local purpose and 
need goals are addressed is of secondary importance.  Performance on purpose and need will 
provide guidance in cases where costs and impacts are similar. 

As part of the alternative development, generalized typical sections, potential interchange types 
and initial alternatives were explored.  These are shown on Figure 8 - Typical Sections; Figure 9 
- Section 5 Example Interchange Types; and Figure 10 - Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison 
Maps (a, b, c and d).    

Larger scale maps are included at the end of Chapter 4.0 on the Alternatives 4 and 5 Summary 
Maps (Figures 11 and 12). 

3.1 Methodology 

The development of the Tier 2 alternatives requires the consideration of multiple criteria. These 
include meeting highway design standards, avoiding and/or minimizing environmental impacts, 
minimizing cost, and satisfying project purposes.  These diverse and often conflicting criteria 
typically are not quantifiable in similar terms.  Developing alternatives requires input from 
affected parties and resource agencies, environmental analyses, and highway engineering, all 
conducted in an open partnership environment to develop a range of solutions. The development 
of alternatives may be defined as having a five-step process: 

1. The first step is to define the basic elements of the project including: the beginning and 
ending points of the project,16 the geometric design criteria, the typical section(s) of the 
roadway, the right-of-way width, and access control limits. These items are essential for 
defining the area that would be impacted by any alternative.   

                                                 

 
16  The termini for each of the Tier 2 sections were established in Tier 1. 
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2. The second step is to define and locate all the environmental resources that might affect 
the roadway location. These include but are not limited to: wetlands, historic properties, 
archaeological resources, publicly owned parks and recreation areas, prime farmland, 
potential habitat for threatened or endangered species, floodplains, surface water, karst 
and groundwater, neighborhoods with concentrations of minority or low-income 
residents, employment centers, significant land uses, cemeteries and major utility rights-
of-way. The study team was familiar with most of the important environmental 
constraints prior to the initial scoping meeting with state and federal agencies held on 
August 12, 2004 (See Section 3.4.3). 

3. The third step is to develop and test alternative alignments. Initial horizontal alignments 
were developed that follow the existing SR 37 alignment. These initial alignments were 
refined using transportation design (Bentley Geopak)17 software to further specify the 
attributes of the alignment and plot the roadway on aerial mapping. The basic objectives 
used in Section 5 were to avoid environmentally sensitive areas wherever possible, 
provide adequate access to properties, ensure continuity for the existing road system, and 
minimize residential and commercial relocations. 

4. The fourth step is to determine points of access to the highway and the types of 
interchanges that will be required. For purposes of comparing alternatives in Tier 1, it 
generally was assumed that access would be limited to interchanges with other state 
jurisdictional highways; however, the Tier 1 studies acknowledged that interchanges with 
important county jurisdictional highways also may be warranted.  

5. The fifth step is to present the preliminary alternatives to the resource agencies and the 
general public. These alternatives are then carried forward, modified, or eliminated in 
response to the input received. 

3.2  Section 5 Termini and Basic Elements 

Beginning and Ending Points:  Section 5 begins at just north of the intersection of SR 37 and 
Victor Pike, south of Bloomington, and continues northward to just south of the existing 
interchange of SR 37 and SR 39 in Martinsville. This section of the I-69 project is approximately 
23 miles in length and extends through Monroe and Morgan Counties, Indiana, along the 
alignment of existing SR 37, a multi-lane divided principal arterial highway with partial access 
control.  The majority of the corridor is in Monroe County.   
 
Geometric Design Criteria:  Preliminary alternatives are to be consistent with both the Indiana 
Department of Transportation (INDOT) Design Manual and the American Association of 
Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 

                                                 

 
17  Bentley Geopak is civil engineering design software use for roads, drainage and bridge design.  It is provided by 

Bentley Systems, Inc. 
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and Streets.  Specifically, the mainline highway utilizes "Geometric Design Criteria for 
Freeways, New Construction or Complete Reconstruction."  Design criteria for the various 
frontage roads and local service roads are to be based on the individual road's functional 
classification.   
 
Typical Section(s) of the Roadway:  Tier 1 identified two different Typical Cross Sections to be 
used for impact and cost estimates in Section 5.  The more rural portions of the project used a 6-
Lane Divided Section with a grass median and local access roads separated from the mainline by 
grassed slopes and open ditches.  In highly urbanized areas, the project used an elevated 8-Lane 
Section and paved median with opposing traffic separated by a concrete median barrier.  New 
local service roads were to be constructed at existing grade, separated from the mainline by a 
mechanically stabilized earth wall and a paved buffer. 

 
During development of the preliminary alternatives, the rural areas were designed with the Tier 1 
typical cross section including a 6-Lane Divided Section and a grass median.  The urban section 
was modified to use or reconnect to the existing local road network rather than constructing the 
new local service roads.  In addition, it was decided to maintain the horizontal alignment within 
the existing SR 37 corridor and generally maintain the existing SR 37 elevations.  With a slight 
modification to the Tier 1 rural section (Tier 1 FEIS, Appendix E), this essentially allows the use 
of an 8-Lane Divided Section and a grass median through the urbanized area while minimizing 
potential impacts to karst features, visual impacts and project cost.  These assumptions are 
subject to modification for alternatives carried forward for detailed study.  Such modifications 
would be considered in order to minimize impacts and/or cost. 
 
Following further traffic modeling and level of service (LOS) evaluations conducted during the 
Tier 2 studies, it was determined that traffic levels permitted a reduction in the number of lanes 
for both the rural and urban areas from what was assumed in Tier 1.  Illustrations of typical 
urban and rural sections with lane widths, shoulders, medians, clear zones, and features to be 
used where needed (such as truck climbing and auxiliary lanes, landscape berms, and frontage 
roads) are shown on Figure 8.   
 
This typical section provides two 12-foot-wide lanes in each direction separated by an 84-foot-
wide depressed median (except in any bifurcated section) within the rural sections of I-69 north 
of Bloomington (north of Kinser Pike).  The median includes two seven-foot wide usable inside 
shoulders, six feet of which are paved.  Additional pavement (usually 12 feet) is provided in 
locations warranting truck climbing lanes and ramp acceleration and deceleration lanes.    
 
In the urban area of Bloomington, a third 12-foot-wide lane is provided in each direction, the 
depressed median is reduced to 60 feet in width, and the inside shoulder increased to 13 feet in 
width, 12 feet of which are paved.  Figure 8 shows the typical sections for the I-69 mainline.  
Additional pavement (usually 12 feet) is provided in locations warranting auxiliary lanes and 
ramp acceleration and deceleration lanes.   
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A minimum 35-foot-wide outside clear zone extends beyond the travel lanes and contains 13-
foot-wide usable shoulders, (12 feet of which are paved) in both rural and urban areas of the 
project. 
 
Frontage roads are proposed for either side of the mainline at various points throughout the 
Section 5 corridor.  These frontage roads provide access to otherwise landlocked properties.  A 
minimum 100’ wide median between the interstate mainline and frontage roads provides the 
necessary roadway clear zone and space for a landscaping berm.  The frontage roads have two 
twelve-foot travel lanes and eight-foot paved shoulders.  The minimum clear zone on each side is 
20 feet. 
 
Typical sections also will be defined for other roads that affect freeway interchanges and grade 
separations. The typical sections for these roadways will vary based on traffic demands and 
roadway functional class from two to four lanes and with and without curb and gutter.  
 
Right-of-Way: In addition to the footprint required for the roadway, median, and shoulders, 
sufficient land is needed to provide for right-of-way maintenance (maneuverability of equipment 
for mowing, shrub clearing, etc.) and right-of-way fencing.  Safety is also a consideration. 
Sufficient distance must be provided from freeway travel lanes so that, should a tree or structure 
outside the right-of-way fall into the right-of-way toward the freeway, it would not endanger 
motorists on the freeway.  As a result, the required right-of-way for I-69 in Section 5 will range 
from 220 feet to 790 feet wide, depending on the alignment and terrain features.  The very widest 
sections will occur only in limited locations where the alignment is bifurcated.   
 
Access Control Limits: By virtue of the design criteria, "Geometric Design Criteria for 
Freeways, New Construction or Complete Reconstruction," full access control is required along 
the mainline highway and throughout the interchange ramps.  Full access control will extend 
from the ramp terminals along the crossing road to ensure that the intersection has approximately 
the same operational characteristics as the mainline highway.  This distance will vary depending 
upon the urban/rural nature of the area and will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  In all 
cases, the access control criteria will be consistent with that found in the INDOT Design Manual. 
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Insert Figure 8:  Tier 2 Typical Sections 
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3.3  Tier 2 Section 5 Access Locations 

 
Refining the Tier 1 highway access (including interchanges, grade-separations, service roads, 
road closures, etc.) is a component of the Tier 2 studies.  The following issues were considered in 
developing alternative access plans: 
  

(1) Consideration of access issues identified during Tier 1;  
(2) Criteria for determining type and location of access points during Tier 2; and  
(3) FHWA/INDOT coordination during Tier 2. 

 
The Tier 1 EIS identified potential interchange locations and grade separations for each of the 
build alternatives considered in that study.  These potential locations were identified in order to 
provide a basis for developing traffic forecasts and calculating environmental impacts.  The Tier 
1 ROD made clear that the actual number, type, and location of access points would not be 
determined until Tier 2.  The Tier 1 ROD contained the following statement: 

 
2.1.6 Interchange Locations and Grade Separations (Overpasses/Underpasses). 
The FEIS identifies potential interchange locations, as well as potential grade 
separations (overpasses and underpasses) for each alternative. These potential 
interchange locations and potential grade separations for Alternative 3C are 
shown in the FEIS, Vol. III, Environmental Atlas. This information is shown for 
all of the alternatives in the DEIS, Vol. III, Environmental Atlas. These features 
have been identified in Tier 1 solely for the purpose of estimating potential 
impacts, benefits, and costs. Decisions regarding the number and location of 
interchanges and grade separations will be made in Tier 2, and are not being made 
in this Record of Decision. Decisions made in Tier 2 regarding interchanges and 
grade separations will be further refined during final design. 

 
This statement in the Tier 1 ROD gives FHWA and INDOT substantial flexibility to determine 
the number, type, and location of access points in Tier 2.  The Tier 1 access assumptions are a 
“starting point” which needs to be revisited and revised in Tier 2. 
 
While the Tier 1 ROD allows substantial flexibility to alter access arrangements in Tier 2, this 
flexibility is not unlimited.  In Tier 1, Alternative 3C was selected based, in part, on the ability of 
this alternative to provide increased accessibility18 for Southwest Indiana residents to a wide 
range of destinations.  Similarly, several other alternative corridors were rejected based on their 

                                                 

 
18 “Regional Accessibility” was measured in Tier 1 as the ability of residents in Southwest Indiana to reach 

Indianapolis, other major urban centers, and institutions of higher learning.  The number and placements of 
interchanges along I-69 alternatives in Tier 1 was a key factor in determining the accessibility it provided.  For 
further discussion, see Tier 1 FEIS, Section 3.4.3.2. 
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inability to achieve this core goal.  The importance of regional accessibility as a factor in the 
Tier 1 decision means that the interchanges provided in Tier 2 must be consistent with the 
accessibility findings contained in Tier 1. 19

 
Criteria for Interchanges 
 
Interchanges will provide direct connections between I-69 and the existing highway network.  
Interchanges play a vital role in enabling the project to achieve its transportation objectives, 
including the core goal of increasing accessibility for people, goods and services.  However, 
interchanges are relatively expensive to construct, and interchange spacing strongly affects 
traffic flow.  Greater spacing between interchanges generally produces better traffic flow and 
enhances safety on the highway.  In addition, interchanges increase the direct footprint impacts 
of the highway and can become nodes for induced development.  All of these considerations 
must be taken into account in determining the locations of interchanges.   
 
Specific factors considered in deciding where to provide interchanges included: 

 
• Ability to Meet Purpose and Need:  The overall number and location of interchanges 

should result in a level of accessibility in Southwest Indiana that is consistent with the 
accessibility assumed in the Tier 1 ROD. 

 
• Spacing Guidelines:  Minimum interchange spacing policy and design criteria have been 

established by AASHTO and adopted by INDOT [AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design 
of Highways and Streets (2001), AASHTO A Policy on Design Standards—Interstate 
System (2005), and Indiana Design Manual].  These minimum spacing standards are 1 
mile in urban areas and 3 miles in rural areas.20    Spacing above the minimums would be 
more desirable and should be considered for reasons of safety, operational characteristics 
and cost effectiveness. 

 
• Functional Classification4:  Functional classification of the intersecting roadways should 

be a factor in determining where to provide interchanges.  Principal arterials will be 
considered for interchanges ahead of minor arterials and collectors, and collectors ahead 

                                                 

 

19  For a list of the nine project goals established in the Tier 1 EIS, refer to pages 9-10 of the ROD.  For a discussion 
of the factors considered in developing the Tier 1 Purpose and Need, refer to the FEIS, Vol. I, Section 2.2, Policy 
Framework, Section 2.3, Needs Assessment, and Section 2.4, Public and Agency Input.   

20 In this context, an “urban area” is defined as a community having a population over 50,000.  In addition to 
Bloomington and Indianapolis, which meet this population threshold, Martinsville should be treated as an urban 
area. The characteristics of SR 37 through Martinsville are such that this portion of I-69 will have traffic 
volumes and operations typical of an urban area. 
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of locals.  In general, arterials would be considered for interchanges, while collectors and 
locals would not be candidates for such direct access treatment. 

 
• Road Jurisdiction:  Road jurisdiction should be a factor.  In general, state-jurisdictional 

routes (i.e., state roads, US highways, and, of course, other Interstates) would be 
considered for interchanges ahead of local-jurisdiction roads (city streets or county 
roads).  However, it is neither a requirement that all state-jurisdictional cross roads have 
interchanges with mainline I-69, nor exclusion against interchanges for local 
jurisdictional cross roads.  

 
• National Highway System Designation.  All National Highway System (NHS) routes 

should receive an interchange. 
 

• Travel Time:  The time to travel between two points on or across the Section 5 corridor is 
dependant on the location and spacing of grade separations and interchanges. Where 
necessary, travel time studies were undertaken to determine the additional travel time 
required based on the grade separations proposed. 

 
• Traffic Volume.  Traffic volume is a factor.  In general, cross roads having higher 

volumes would be considered for interchanges ahead of those with lower demand.   
 
• Impact Minimization.  Minimization of environmental impacts should be considered.  In 

particular, consideration should be given to avoiding the construction of interchanges that 
will result in direct construction and right-of-way impacts and could lead to induced 
development in sensitive environmental areas (e.g., unglaciated karst terrain).   

 
• Site Topography.  Constraints with respect to terrain ground conditions could influence 

whether an interchange is viable.     
 
• Cost.  Cost should be a consideration in determining the number, location, and design of 

interchanges.   
 
• Trip Type.  The nature of the trips using the cross roads should be considered in 

identifying interchange locations.  Routes with a higher percentage of regional traffic 
versus local traffic “short trips” should be given more consideration than vice-versa. 

 
Criteria for Grade Separations 
 
Grade separations maintain the continuity of existing roadways that cross the path of the project.  
The following specific factors have been considered in deciding where to provide grade 
separations: 
 

• Arterials.  In almost all circumstances, cross roads functionally classified as principal and 
minor arterials (those not receiving an interchange) have been grade-separated with I-69.   

 

22 



• Collectors and Local Roads.  Many collectors are legitimate candidates for grade-
separations.  In general, collectors have been considered for grade separations ahead of 
locals, though there have been circumstances where exceptions were made (e.g., in 
certain cases a collector may not warrant a grade-separation but an adjacent local road 
would).   

 
• Route Continuity.  Minimizing discontinuity of cross roads is essential.  For roads 

functionally classified as locals or collectors, route (system) continuity and community 
cohesion were factors in determining if a crossroad should be grade-separated, versus re-
directing by means of local service roads or other means.  Cross roads that continue for a 
long distance on either side of I-69 and/or connect communities were considered for a 
grade separation ahead of those that extend only a short distance and/or do not link one 
community to another.     

 
• Non-Motorized Trips.  Consideration for provision of non-motorized trips, such as 

pedestrians and bicyclists, was given for each cross road grade separation (and 
interchange).     

 
• Traffic Volume.  In general, cross roads having higher volumes (existing or resulting 

from regional access changes) were considered for grade separations ahead of those with 
lower demand. 

 
• Site Topography.  Constraints with respect to terrain ground conditions influenced 

whether a grade separation was viable.    
 
• School Bus and Emergency Vehicle Routes.  School bus and emergency vehicle routings 

were significant factors influencing connectivity of the cross street.  Additional travel 
time resulting from no grade separation was addressed when identifying possible grade 
separation locations, particularly with regard to emergency services routes.  Local school 
corporations and emergency management services providers have been consulted and 
their input considered in identifying possible grade separations. 

 
• Growth Patterns.  Localized growth patterns, whether residential, commercial, industrial 

or other development, were considered when identifying possible grade separations.  
Also, local planning and zoning information was gathered and planning officials 
consulted during this process. 

 
• Travel Time:  The time to travel between two points on the corridor or across the corridor 

is dependant on the location and spacing of grade separations and interchanges.  Where 
necessary, travel time studies were undertaken to determine the additional travel time 
required based on the grade separations proposed. 
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• Local Agency and Public Input.  Input received from meetings with local governmental 
officials, local organizations and groups and public at large was considered as grade 
separations were identified.  These groups provided valuable information on local traffic 
patterns. 

 
When a cross road is not continued through use of a grade separation, the feasibility of 
connecting it to other local roads through use of a local service road (LSR) was considered as an 
alternative to simply providing a cul-de-sac.  However, in some cases installation of a cul-de-sac 
was the most sensible option.  
 
Criteria for Alternative Access  
 
Alternative forms of access to local destinations and I-69 include:  
 

• Local service (frontage) roads with access to driveways and local streets, and  
• Collector/distributor roads (C/D) that run parallel to the mainline facility and directly 

connect the interstate to the local roads with no intermediate intersections.  
 
Both types of access for urban and rural areas have been considered on a case-by-case basis.  It is 
possible that providing an alternative to an interchange or grade separation may actually reduce 
the need for access points along the interstate, but increase the access provided to the 
transportation system.   
 
Where there is now, or in the future, the likelihood for considerable non-motorized travel (e.g., 
pedestrians, bicycles, horseback riding and/or wagons) across I-69 that is independent of 
vehicular cross roads, special-purpose grade separations for this non-motorized traffic may be 
considered.        
 
Environmental Constraints 
 
The following section provides a summary of the existing natural and human environment 
within, and in some instances beyond, the Section 5 Corridor.  As part of the Tier 2 Study, the 
PMC provided each Tier 2 section with data layers that were part of the Southwestern Indiana 
GIS database, and all additional information collected in Tier 1.  Since the Tier 1 ROD, Section 5 
has collected additional project-specific environmental, social, and economic data that was 
outside the scope of the Tier 1 EIS.   
 
The various features discussed in this section are depicted on the Alternatives 4 and 5 Summary 
Maps (Figures 11 and 12,) at the end of Chapter 4.0, along with the alternatives carried forward 
to the DEIS.  Section 5 is located within Monroe and Morgan Counties in Indiana.  Early in the 
design development of mainline, interchange, and access alternatives, the focus was on 
minimizing environmental, social, and economic impacts.  Several specific natural and human 
environmental constraints within the Section 5 corridor were identified during the development 
of preliminary alternative mainline alignments, interchange locations, access roads and grade 
separations.  Certain environmental features in areas beyond the corridor also were determined to 
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be relevant in terms of potential indirect impacts from I-69.  These environmental constraints are 
described below: 
 
Land Use:  Tier 1 data supplemented by new and updated information obtained during the Tier 2 
study was used to determine general land use within the Section 5 corridor.  Table 2 indicates the 
major land use categories and associated acreages.  Land use data were used in determining 
which areas would be best served by interchanges and access roads, as well as avoiding or 
minimizing impacts to sensitive resources.   
 

Table 2 – Section 5 Corridor Existing Land Use 
Major Land Use Acres Percents 
Developed Land1 2,748  51% 
Agricultural Land 825 15% 
Upland Habitat2 1,630 30% 
Water Features 55 1% 
Wetland Habitat 32 <1% 
Mines/Quarries 88 2% 
Total 5,378 100% 
1Developed Land includes SR 37;  2 Upland habitat includes forest, scrub/shrub, and 
herbaceous cover; Source: Michael Baker, Jr., Inc., ArcView 9.0  

 
Monroe and Morgan Counties are projected to gain a combined total of over 32,000 households 
and 30,000 jobs between 2000 and 2030 (Indiana State Travel Demand Model, Version 4 
[INDOT]).  To address how this projected growth would affect existing land use, the general 
locations of planned development were identified.  The general locations of planned 
development and regional development trends were identified based on coordination with expert 
land use panels (see Section 3.4.2 for a discussion of the land use panels).  These included local 
planners, real estate professionals, and developers.  Locations of major planned developments 
within the Section 5 corridor21 include: 
 

• Intersection of SR 37 and Fullerton Pike (Monroe Hospital and Tax Increment Financing 
(TIF) district) 

• Northeast intersection of SR 37 and Tapp Road (office development) 
• Northeast intersection of SR 37 and 2nd Street (residential development) 
• Intersection of SR 37 and SR 46 (North Park and other residential and commercial 

development) 
• East of SR 37 between Kinser Pike and Acuff Roads (office park/TIF district) 

 

                                                 

 
21  The various locations described in this section “Environmental Constraints” are depicted in both Figures 11 and 

12 (located at the conclusion of this document), unless confidentiality requirements preclude their disclosure.  
Examples of confidential information would include the specific location of a cave entrance or an archeological 
site. 
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Residential areas:  In addition to maintaining appropriate access to I-69 for local residential 
areas, avoiding impacts to neighborhoods was also an important objective in developing 
preliminary alternatives.  There are many residential areas throughout the southern portion of the 
Section 5 corridor in Bloomington; in particular, several densely populated neighborhoods abut 
or are near existing SR 37 between Fullerton Pike and Tapp Road.  Further north, scattered, less 
dense residential areas and single owner lots abut or are within a quarter-mile of SR 37 in the 
areas of 3rd Street/SR 48, and between SR 46 and Kinser Pike.  Larger neighborhoods currently 
served by SR 37 are located just north of the current Walnut Street interchange and include the 
Windsor Estates and Showers Road subdivisions.  Further north, there are residential areas near 
Sample Road, Simpson Chapel Road, Fox Hollow Road, Crossover Road, Chambers Pike and 
Bryant Creek Road in Monroe County, and Cooksey Lane, Turkey Track Road, Old SR 37, 
Legendary Hills Road and Liberty Church Road in Morgan County.   
 
Commercial/Industrial areas:  Providing appropriate access for businesses and industries along 
SR 37 and connecting roadways was an important factor in the development of preliminary 
access alternatives.  Individual existing commercial and light industrial properties are scattered 
throughout much of the Section 5 study area; four major existing or planned 
commercial/industrial areas have been identified near SR 37 in Monroe County: 
 

• West of SR 37 between 2nd Street/SR 45 and 3rd Street/SR 48 
• West and east of SR 37 between 3rd Street/SR 48 and Vernal Pike (Whitehall Crossing) 
• West of SR 37 between Vernal Pike and approximately Arlington Road (planned North 

Park development) 
• West and east of SR 37 between Sample Road and approximately Fox Hollow Road 

 
Two smaller commercial areas in Morgan County include the Idle Zone parcel at Godsey Road 
and a motel and assorted other small businesses along Old SR 37 south of the SR 39 interchange. 
 
Environmental Justice:  Areas of minority and low-income residents were identified through a 
review of 2000 Census data, subsidized school lunch data, and Housing and Urban Development 
data.  Local planners and service providers (such as township trustees and Area 8 and 10 
Agencies on Aging22) were consulted in order to identify appropriate ways to reach out to these 
residents.  From a racial and ethnic perspective, residents of Monroe and Morgan Counties are 
homogenous and predominantly white and non-Hispanic.  The greatest concentrations of black, 
Asian, and Hispanic persons reside in the City of Bloomington and Bloomington Township; 
however, no specific minority communities have been identified in the Section 5 corridor.  Low-
income populations also reside throughout the area; specifically, several apartment complexes 
within the Section 5 corridor along 2nd Street/SR 45 east of SR 37 have a concentration of low-
income residents.  

                                                 

 
22 Area 10 and Area 8 Agencies on Aging provided information on the location, needs, and services provided to 

elderly residents who may also be low-income and/or transit-dependent. 
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Cemeteries:  Indiana statute requires that every attempt be made to avoid existing cemeteries, 
and that encroachment within 100 feet of a plotted cemetery requires a development plan.  
Information from the Tier 1 study supplemented by field surveys and discussions with local 
parties identified eight cemeteries in the Section 5 study area with the potential for direct or 
secondary impacts based on their proximity either to the current SR 37 right-of-way, or to 
roadways that might be impacted by the upgrade of existing SR 37 to I-69. 
 

• Fullerton Cemetery 
• Parks/Bell/Wampler Cemetery 
• Griffith Cemetery 
• Tourner/Ridge/Wylie Cemetery 
• Carlton/Huff/Kendrick Cemetery 
• Simpson Chapel Cemetery (New) 
• Simpson Chapel Cemetery (Old) 
• Stitt-Maxwell Cemetery 

 
Karst:  The 1993 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) entered into by the INDOT, Indiana 
Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
(IDEM), and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) provides guidelines for 
construction of transportation projects in karst regions of the state.  Based on Tier 1 mapping 
supplemented by local geological data and field observations, three distinct areas of karst 
features (e.g., sinkholes, springs, sinking streams and caves) were recognized in the Section 5 
study area: 
 

• Bloomington Karst extends from south of the Section 5 corridor north to approximately 
Arlington Road.  

 
• Bloomington North Karst extends from about Arlington Road north to the southern slope 

of the Beanblossom Creek Valley. 
 

• Simpson Chapel Karst extends from the northern slope of the Beanblossom Creek Valley 
and continues north to just south of Chambers Pike. 

 
Since interconnecting karst features are sensitive to both highway construction activities and 
future stormwater runoff, the potential for impacts to these areas extends beyond the boundaries 
of the 2,000 foot corridor.  
 
Streams:  Initial information provided by Tier 1 mapping supplemented by field surveys 
identified eight major streams crossed by SR 37 between the southern and northern termini of the 
I-69 Tier 2 study corridor; all are tributaries to the White River (West Branch) basin.   
 

• Griffey Creek 
• Beanblossom Creek 
• Northern Tributary Beanblossom Creek 

27 



• Unnamed Tributary Bryant Creek 
• Bryant Creek 
• Little Indian Creek 
• Jordan Creek 
• Indian Creek 

 
In addition, Stout Creek was identified running parallel to the west side of SR 37 in the vicinity 
of the Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District.  As with karst features, potential impacts to 
streams from highway construction and stormwater runoff can extend beyond the 2,000 foot 
corridor.   
 
Floodplains:  Avoiding impacts to floodplains from roadway and interchange construction was 
an important factor in developing preliminary alternatives.  Initial information provided by Tier 1 
mapping supplemented by updated GIS data and field surveys identified four areas of floodplains 
in the Section 5 corridor.  The largest area crosses SR 37 to the north and south of the existing 
Walnut Street interchange in the vicinity of Beanblossom Creek and the Beanblossom Creek 
overflow area.  Smaller floodplains cross SR 37 in the vicinity of Bryant Creek, Jordan Creek 
and Little Indian Creek.  Another larger floodplain crosses SR 37 between Indian Creek and the 
SR 39 interchange.   
 
Wetlands:  Information provided by the Tier 1 study and supplemented by Tier 2 field surveys 
identified seven general areas of potential wetlands in the Section 5 corridor:  Wetlands are 
located within the floodplains of the Indian and Little Indian Creeks, Bryant Creek, Beanblossom 
Creek, Griffey Creek and Stout Creek.  In addition to the wetlands identified in the Tier 1 
mapping, field studies identified a wetland along an unnamed tributary of Bryant Creek located 
within the bifurcated portion of SR 37. 
 
Threatened & Endangered Species: The federal threatened and endangered (T&E) species 
studied within Section 5 included the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and the bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus).   No bald eagle nests were found in the vicinity of the Section 5 corridor. 
 
Mist net surveys were conducted in 2004 to investigate the presence of the Indiana bat within the 
Section 5 study area.  Two secondary roost trees were identified in 2004.  Additional mist net 
surveys were conducted in 2005.  Four additional roost trees were identified - one primary and 
three secondary.  However, none of the roost trees identified were located within the Section 5 
corridor or expected to be directly impacted by the project.   One Indiana bat maternity colony 
was identified within Section 5, in the vicinity of the White River and Bryant Creek.  
Alternatives were designed to avoid impacts to maternity colonies and roost trees. 
 
As a result of these additional studies, a Revised Programmatic Biological Opinion was issued 
for this project by the US Fish and Wildlife service on August 24, 2006.  It reaffirmed the non-
jeopardy conclusion regarding the bald eagle as stated in its December 3, 2003 Biological 
Opinion.  It also found that I-69 is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Indiana 
bat, and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify its designated Critical Habitat.  For further 
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details, see Chapter 5.17 of this DEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, and Chapter 7 of 
this DEIS, Mitigation and Commitments. 
 
Utilities:  Tier 1 mapping supplemented by additional GIS data obtained during the Tier 2 study 
identified water service and electric power utilities in the vicinity of the Section 5 corridor.  The 
City of Bloomington Utilities (CBU) is a municipally owned water, wastewater, and stormwater 
utility that serves customers in the Bloomington area and has water mains and sewer lines that 
cross SR 37.  Washington Township Water is a not for profit cooperative that buys water from 
the CBU and operates water lines on the east and west sides of SR 37 in both Monroe and 
Morgan Counties.  Hoosier Energy provides electrical power throughout the Section 5 study area 
and has two locations that were considered important for both access and avoidance of impacts 
in the development of preliminary alternatives. 
 

• Hoosier Energy business offices and operations facility located adjacent to the east side 
of SR 37, north of the Walnut Street interchange 

• Substation located adjacent to the west side of SR 37, south of Crossover Road 
 
Superfund Sites:  Based on Tier 1 mapping supplemented by field views and additional research, 
two USEPA Superfund Sites were identified in the vicinity of the 2,000 foot Section 5 corridor.   
 

• Lemon Lane Landfill, located east of SR 37, south of Vernal Pike 
• Bennett’s Dump, located west of SR 37, north of SR 46 

 
Through consultations with USEPA and IDEM representatives regarding these sites, it was 
determined that, in addition to avoidance of direct impacts, preliminary alternatives should avoid 
increases in roadway/stormwater runoff to either of the Superfund site recharge areas.  This is to 
prevent potential increased mobilization of remaining contaminated materials at the Bennett’s 
Dump site, and to prevent increased water treatment volumes at the Lemon Lane landfill/Illinois 
Central Spring treatment system.   
 
Section 4(f) Resources: US Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4(f), states that 
the FHWA will not approve any program or project which requires the use of any publicly 
owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or any land from an historic 
site of national, state, or local significance unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to 
the use, and all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from such use is included.  Tier 1 
data supplemented by Tier 2 research and field surveys identified one public park/recreation area 
- Wapehani Mountain Bike Park - and one historic district – the Maple Grove Road Rural 
Historic District (MGRRHD) - within the Section 5 corridor.  The park is further discussed 
below under “Parks.” The MGRRHD and additional sites deemed eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NHRP) identified within, and in the vicinity of, the Section 5 
corridor are discussed below under “Historic Resources.”  No wildlife or waterfowl refuges are 
located in the Section 5 study area.   

Parks:  There is one publicly owned park, the Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, within the Section 
5 corridor.  Wapehani Park is located adjacent to the east side of SR 37 between Tapp Road and 

29 



2nd Street/SR 45.  Avoidance of this park, a Section 4(f) resource, was considered essential in the 
development of preliminary alternatives.   

Historic Resources: Historic resources were identified and evaluated in accordance with Section 
106, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and CFR Part 800 
(Revised January 2001), Final Rule on Revision of Current Regulations dated December 12, 
2000, and incorporating amendments effective August 5, 2004.  As a result of the NHPA, federal 
agencies are required to take into account the impact of federal undertakings upon historic 
resources in the area of the undertaking.  Historic resources include buildings, structures, sites, 
objects, and/or districts eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or 
listed in the NRHP. 

Historic resources can be divided into two categories:  above-ground (historic) and below-ground 
(archaeological).  In terms of historic resources, Tier 1 mapping supplemented by additional data 
obtained during the Tier 2 study identified the MGRRHD, a NRHP district located west of SR 37 
between Maple Grove Road and approximately Kinser Pike.  Portions of the MGRRHD abut 
existing SR 37 western right-of-way to the north and south of Acuff Road.  Avoiding any 
encroachment on this district, which is considered a Section 4(f) historic resource, was deemed 
essential in the development of preliminary alternatives.  In addition, five individual properties 
located within the Section 5 Area of Potential Effect (APE) for historic resources were 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP:   
 

• Stipp-Bender House, located near the southeast corner of SR 37 and Victor Pike 
• Jonas-May House, located west of SR 37, south of Fullerton Pike, 
• Monroe County Bridge 913, located east of SR 37 near the Walnut Street 

interchange, crossing Beanblossom Creek, 
• Morgan County Bridge 161, located east of SR 37, south of Liberty Church Road, 

crossing Little Indian Creek, and 
• Morgan County Bridge 224, located east of SR 37, south of SR 39, crossing 

Indiana Creek (potential impacts on Bridge 224 are part of the Section 6 Tier 2 
studies).  

 
Avoidance of impacts to these structures also was deemed important in the development of 
preliminary alternatives, interchanges and access roads.   
 
Archaeological Resources:  Tier 1 data supplemented by Tier 2 research identified no sites 
currently listed on the NHRP; however, additional field surveys will be conducted to determine 
if any eligible sites exist within the proposed right-of-way of the Section 5 preferred alternative.   
 
Schools:  Tier 1 mapping supplemented by a Tier 2 field survey, identified one school, 
Bloomington High School North (BHSN) within the Section 5 corridor.  The school is located 
far enough away from existing SR 37 that direct impacts from any I-69 alternative were 
considered unlikely; however, maintaining appropriate levels of access was considered important 
in the development of preliminary alternatives.   
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Farmlands:  Tier 1 mapping and field surveys supplemented by Tier 2 research identified 
farmland parcels in Monroe and Morgan Counties.  Several small parcels of farmland are located 
the Monroe County portion of the Section 5 corridor east of SR 37, north of Acuff Road; and 
west of SR 37, south of Kinser Pike. Additional farmland parcels were identified in the areas 
surrounding the Walnut Street interchange in the vicinity of Beanblossom Creek.  Further north, 
a smaller cluster of farmland parcels was identified in the vicinity of Bryant Creek.   Extended 
areas of farmland parcels were identified in Morgan County, both east and west of SR 37, in the 
large river valley between approximately Paragon Road and the SR 39 interchange.  
Minimization of impacts to these parcels, as well as appropriate access for vehicles and farm 
equipment, was considered in the development of preliminary alternatives.   
  
Forests:  Tier 1 mapping supplemented by Tier 2 research identified the Morgan-Monroe State 
Forest located adjacent to the east and west of existing SR 37 right-of-way between 
approximately Chambers Pike in Monroe County and Paragon Road in Morgan County.  
Additional forested parcels were identified at various locations within the Section 5 corridor.  
While the Morgan-Monroe Forest has been determined not to be a Section 4(f) resource, 
minimization of direct impacts, as well as appropriate access, was considered a factor in the 
development of preliminary alternatives.   

3.4 Community Outreach, Agency Coordination, and Scoping Process 

Input from state and federal resource agencies and local community groups and individuals was 
sought and collected during the development of preliminary alternative access plans and in the 
process of screening alternatives to carry forward for additional, detailed study in the DEIS.   

3.4.1 Project Office:   

The Section 5 Project Office opened in downtown Bloomington in May 2004.  It serves as a 
single, consistent source for project information, including maps, reports and explanations of 
studies, timelines and goals.  The Project Office also encourages input from individuals and 
groups.  As of May 2007 over 300 patrons have visited the office to view maps, discuss 
individual and general aspects of Section 5, offer information regarding locations of resources, 
and express opinions on mainline shifts, interchange points, access roads and grade separations.  
In addition, the office has received over 400 emails and hundreds of phone calls from individuals 
to discuss a diverse array of topics.  The breadth and variety of information obtained via the 
project office have proven invaluable in the development and screening of alternatives.   

3.4.2 Outreach Activities 

In addition to information exchanged via the Project Office, Section 5 conducted numerous 
outreach activities, which included meetings with local community, governmental and special 
interest groups as well as one-on-one meetings with individuals and families.  Table 3 lists 
Section 5’s main outreach meetings and activities from July 2004 to May 2007. 
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Table 3:  I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 Outreach Activities (Through May 2007) 
Prior to Preliminary Alternatives 

DATE MEETING/PARTICIPANTS PURPOSE/TOPICS 
7/1/04 General Public Open House Introduce Tier 2 Section 5 team and studies 
7/1/04 Public Officials Open House Introduce Tier 2 Section 5 team and studies 

8/16/04 Section 5 Project Manager Interview on Local Radio Station to describe Tier 2 
studies process and timeline 

9/12/04 Resource Agency “Kick-off” meeting (all 
Tier 2 Sections) 

Introduce scope and status of environmental 
survey activities associated with Tier 2 studies 

9/15/04 Monroe County Planning & Highway 
Staff 

Discuss existing local development and roadway 
plans 

9/22/04 Bloomington Chamber of Commerce Introduce Tier 2 & discuss local business issues 
10/8-04 Monroe County Historical 

Society/Cemetery Board 
Discuss locations and ownership of local 
cemeteries 

10/11/04 Indiana University Introduce Tier 2 and discuss university-related 
issues 

10/27/06 Bloomington Environmental 
Commission Meeting 

Introduce Tier 2 and request input on local 
environmental issues 

11/01/04 Windsor Estates Annual Neighborhood 
Association Meeting 

Introduce Tier 2 and request input on 
neighborhood access issues 

11/08/04 Local Township Trustees  
 

Work session to discuss local EMS routes, poor 
relief and EJ issues 

11/09/04 First Section 5 CAC meeting Identification of map features and access/impact 
issues of importance to individual members 

11/09/04 Area 10 Agency on Aging meeting 
 

Presentation of Tier 2 goals and requests for input 

11/10/04 First Martinsville/Monroe County CAC 
Meeting (jointly with Section 6) 

Identification of map features and access/impact 
issues of importance to individual members 

11/15/04 Downtown Bloomington Commission 
meeting 

Observed preliminary downtown plans 

11/30/04 Bloomington Auto Parts owners 
 

Discuss potential routes, access and impacts 

12/2/04 Crane Base Tour 
 

Present preliminary I-69 Tier 2 Corridors  and 
request input on access needs 

12/6/04 Washington Township Water and 
Bloomington Fire Department 
 

Discuss routes and collect input on access and 
roadway needs 

12/17/04 Presentation at Bloomington High 
School South 

Discuss Tier 2 process for alternative development 
and impact assessment 

12/17/04 Monroe County EMS/Fire Department 
Meeting 

Present Tier 2 corridor map and collect input on 
routes and access needs 

1/26/05 Section 106 local Consulting Parties 
meeting - Morgan County 

Present Tier 2 corridor map and collect information 
about potentially historic resources 

2/1/05 Bloomington Chamber of Commerce 
luncheon 

Present Tier 2 process and goals and collect input 
on local interests 

2/3/05 Bloomington Board of Realtors  
 

Present Tier 2 process and goals and collect input 
on local interests 

2/9/05 Meeting with Maxwell family, farmland 
owners and operators in Morgan 
County 

Present Tier 2 process and goals and collected 
input on land use, economic and transportation 
issues 

2/9/05 Meeting with Bloomington Township Discuss local EMS routes, poor relief and EJ 
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Table 3:  I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 Outreach Activities (Through May 2007) 
Trustee issues 

2/10/05 First Expert Land Use Panel meeting 
with Monroe County, Bloomington and 
Ellettsville Planners 

Discuss TAZ maps for current and projected land 
use types in Section 5 Study Area 

2/10/06 Meeting with Morgan-Monroe State 
Forest  

Present Tier 2 process and goals and collect input 
on land use, economics and access interests 

2/23-24/05 Agency Coordination meeting (All Tier 2 
Sections) 

Present I-69 Corridor and collect input on 
preliminary areas of interest 

2/23/05 Bloomington “Downtown Vision and 
Infill Strategy Plan” meeting  

Request input on Section 5 Corridor access needs 
and areas of interest 

2/24/05 IDNR meeting regarding FEMA 
floodplain map updates 

Discuss potential floodplain impacts along Section 
5 Corridor 

3/22/05 2nd Section 5 CAC meeting 
 

Present and collect feedback on preliminary 
interchange and access options 

3/24/05 Section 6 Land Use meeting (Morgan 
County) 

Discuss current and projected land use types in 
Section 5 portion of Morgan County 

3/24/05 Coordination meeting with Morgan 
County utility providers  

Discuss current and future locations of utilities and 
other plans in relation to I-69 

3/24/05 2nd Martinsville/Monroe County CAC 
Meeting (jointly with Section 6) 

Present and collect feedback on preliminary 
interchange and access options 

3/11/05 Monroe County Drainage Board  
 

Discussed amended ordinance concerning 
stormwater drainage in relation to I-69 

3/14/05 Monroe County Historic Review Board  Discuss Section 106 Historic Resources 
4/11/05 Ellettsville Chamber of Commerce 

 
Discuss local business interests and access needs 

4/13/05 2nd Section 5 Expert Land Use Panel  Follow-up on data collection and discussion of 
employment numbers 

5/20/05 Bloomington High School South 
 

Presentation to public speaking class regarding I-69 
Public Involvement 

5/26/05 2nd Morgan County Expert Land Use 
Panel (joint with Section 6)  

Follow-up on data collection and discussion of 
employment numbers 

6/16/05 Section 4 Public Information Meeting Present Section 5 information  
6/27/06 2nd Section 5 Section 106 Consulting 

Parties Meeting  
Discuss Draft Historic Properties Report 

Preliminary Alternative Access Plans Presented 
6/29/05 Monroe County/Bloomington Plan 

Commissions  
Presented updated Section 5 studies and collected 
feedback on access and impact areas of interest 

7/19/05 Public Officials Open House  
 

Display new alternative access plan maps, provide 
project update and collect feedback 

7/19/05 Media Briefing  
 

Provide new maps and information to press prior to 
CAC and Public Information Meeting 

7/19/05 3rd Section 5 CAC Meeting  Present new maps and information, and collect 
feedback  prior to Public Information Meeting 

7/20/05 Section 5 Public Information Meeting at 
Liberty Church in Martinsville: 

Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

7/21/05 Town of Ellettsville Planning 
Department 

Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

7/21/05 City of Bloomington Planning 
Department 

Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

7/21/05 Monroe County Planning Department Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

7/21/05 Indiana State Representative Ralph 
Foley 

Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 
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Table 3:  I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 Outreach Activities (Through May 2007) 
7/22/05 Hoosier Energy Representatives 

 
Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

8/2/05 Bloomington Bike Club representatives Present new alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

8/2/05 Retired Military Officers Association 
 

Discuss Tier 2 Section 5 access alternatives and 
impact studies 

8/18/05 Indiana Geological Survey 
representatives  

Discuss Section 5 alternatives and collect 
information regarding Bedrock and Karst 

8/19/05 Vectren utilities representative Discuss Hindustan Dome natural gas storage area 
in northern Monroe County 

8/22/05 Indiana University representatives  Discuss IU traffic concerns and ideas 
8/23/05 Joint Monroe County & Bloomington 

area fire Chiefs meeting  
Present alternative access plans for review and 
comments regarding emergency service routes 
and access.   

8/31/05 Hoosier Energy representatives  Present and discuss alternative access plans in 
relation to the company’s headquarters and 
substations 

9/2/05 Monroe County Highway Engineer  Discuss access for properties west of SR 37 and 
north of Acuff Road 

9/28/05 Monroe County Tourism Board 
representative 

Present access alternatives and discuss in relation 
to tourism interests 

9/28/05 Monroe County Planning and Highway 
directors  

Discuss potential affects on future land use based 
on possible toll funding option 

10/1/05 3rd Morgan/Monroe CAC (joint with 
Section 6) 

Present alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

10/18/05 Windsor Private Neighborhood 
Association meeting 

Present alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

12/6/05 Hoosier Energy representatives  Additional feedback on access alternatives related 
to company sites 

12/14/05 Agency Coordination Purpose and 
Need Meeting  

Present updates on alternative development and 
environmental studies and answered agency 
questions. 

1/9/06 Cook Group (local business owners)  Present alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

2/2/06 Bloomington Rotary Club  Present alternative access plan maps and 
information, and collect feedback 

Alternative Access Planned Carried Forward for the DEIS 
4/28/06 City and County MPO staff 

representatives 
Introduce new alternatives and discuss in relation 
to recently drafted Bloomington MPO Long Range 
Plan 

5/3/06 Hoosier Energy representatives and 
engineering consultants 

Introduce and discuss new alternative access 
plans 

6/13/06 Developer Fred Prall Present new alternatives and discuss in relation to 
proposed development north of Bloomington 

6/13/06 Developer Amy Bernitz Present new alternatives and discuss in relation to 
proposed Health Science Park development near 
Fullerton Pike 

6/16/06 City and County MPO staff 
representatives 

Continued discussion of new alternatives in relation 
to MPO Long Range Plan 

7/12/06 Developers of proposed Health Science 
Park (at Fullerton Pike) & Section 4 
Representative 

Discuss System Interchange (Section 4) in relation 
to proposed development 

7/13/06 Monroe County Planning Director (Bob Further discussion of specific aspects of new 
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Table 3:  I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 Outreach Activities (Through May 2007) 
Cowell) and Engineer (Bill Williams) alternatives in relation to county plans 

7/26/06 Monroe County Plan Commissioner 
Richard Martin 

Introduce and review new alternatives 

7/28/06 Monroe County Plan Commissioner Bill 
Montgomery 

Introduce and review new alternatives 

8/1/06, 
8/2/06 

Agency Coordination meeting (All Tier 2 
Sections) and Bus Tour 

Updates on all Tier 2 section activities and bus tour 
of Sections 4 & 5 

8/16/06 Monroe County Engineer (Bill Williams) Further discussion of specific aspects of new 
alternatives in relation to county plans 

8/16/06 Hoosier Energy representatives  Further discussion of specific aspects of new 
alternatives in relation to operations, headquarters, 
substation, and service routes 

9/13/06 Town of Ellettsville Planner (Frank 
Nierzwicki) 

Introduce and discuss new alternative access 
plans 

10/26/06 I-69 Planning Grant session at 
Bloomington North High School 

Attend session 

11/15/06 IDNR/SHPO representatives Introduce new alternatives and discuss in relation 
to eligible historic properties/structures and steps 
undertaken to avoid/reduce potential impacts 

12/07/06 City and County MPO staff 
representatives and their consultants 

Discussion of specific aspects of new alternatives 
in relation to Local Inter-Modal Plan development 

3/07 Monroe County Plan Commission and 
Bloomington Planning Department via 
their agent (Schneider, Inc.) 

Discussion of specific aspects of new alternatives 
in relation to Local Alternative Transportation Plan 

5/14/07 Morgan County Commissioner (Norman 
Voyles) 

Discussion of specific aspects of new alternatives 
in relation to Morgan County planning 

5/14&15, 
20&21/07 

Various Farm Owners in the Liberty 
Church Area 

Discussion of new alternatives for the Liberty 
Church and Paragon area and upcoming 
archeological field surveys 

Valuable information regarding the natural and human environment in the Section 5 corridor, as 
well as access needs and preferences for I-69, was gleaned from all of the outreach activities 
listed in Table 3.  Other means also were used to present and collect specific types of information 
for developing alternative access plans. 

Community Advisory Committee (CAC) 

Two separate CACs were developed to learn about local interests and to share project 
information regarding Section 5.  One CAC was developed for groups representing Bloomington 
and Monroe County, and the other was developed jointly with Section 6 for groups representing 
Martinsville and Morgan County.  Each CAC is composed of members representing various 
interests.  Membership for each CAC was drawn from a cross-section of affected groups, 
agencies, neighborhoods and organizations.  While the main goal of the CACs was to provide 
assistance and direction in terms of developing appropriate interstate access plans while avoiding 
and minimizing impacts, CAC members also were encouraged to collect and bring back current, 
accurate information regarding the project to their associated groups.  CAC members represented 
diverse groups with a variety of objectives and opinions.  When these groups were formed, it was 
agreed that all ideas shared at the meetings would be given equal consideration and no attempt 
would be made to form a group “consensus” regarding the I-69 alternatives.   
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Bloomington/Monroe County CAC:  The Bloomington/Monroe County CAC held meetings on 
November 9, 2004; March 22, 2005; and July 19, 2005.  Topics discussed during the first 
meeting included geographical and physical features of the Section 5 corridor (i.e., “quantitative” 
information) and perceived community values and sense of place (i.e., “qualitative” 
information).  Members were provided with “take home” material to bring to their respective 
groups for additional input.   

At the second meeting, members looked at aerial photo plots enhanced with GIS information 
showing basic current and future planned land use features in Section 5 and were asked to 
provide any corrections to what they saw on the maps, so that new maps would incorporate the 
changes.  In addition, members were asked to consider mobility and access needs for 2030, and 
offer what they considered to be important issues based on their particular points of views (e.g., 
neighborhood access, commercial access, bicycle/pedestrian access, etc.)    They were asked to 
evaluate all current access points either as interchanges, over/underpasses, or no direct access 
(i.e., access to I-69 via frontage roads only).    

At the third meeting, members were presented with the preliminary alternative access plans that 
had been developed with their assistance, and which would be presented to the public.  CAC 
members viewed the newly developed alternative access plan maps, conceptual typical sections 
graphics and access comparison tables.  In addition, they were given comment survey forms to 
use and distribute to their respective groups.   

Martinsville/Morgan County (M&M) CAC:    

Because aspects of the human and natural environments in the town of Martinsville and areas of 
Morgan County in the I-69 corridor differ from those of other portions of both Sections 5 and 6, 
a separate CAC was developed (jointly with the Section 6 project team).  As with the other 
CACs, the M&M CAC was drawn from a cross-section of affected groups, agencies, 
neighborhoods and organizations.  The CAC held meetings on November 11, 2004 and March 
24, 2005.  At the first meeting, members were asked to list physical features and community 
activities they considered to be of priority in the development of preliminary alternative access 
plans.  Major areas of interest included providing adequate access for emergency vehicles, farm-
related activities, local merchants and residential areas.  In addition, members also expressed a 
desire for maintaining local community aesthetics and “quality of life.”   

At the second meeting, members performed an exercise to help forecast future land use that 
might significantly influence traffic generation in different areas of the community and would 
require access to the proposed I-69. Members were presented with maps of the study area and a 
set of three questions:  

1. Looking at only undeveloped land or land currently used for agricultural purposes please 
indicate those areas and types of land use you predict will be developed over the next 25 
year period.  

2. Looking at currently developed land, indicate any areas that you believe would be 
redeveloped to another land use (from residential to commercial, for example) based on I-
69. 

3. Identify areas that you believe are critical to having nearby access to I-69. 
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Members then performed a second exercise in which they were asked to view aerial photo plots 
enhanced with GIS information showing basic corridor information (e.g., roads, access points, 
developments, natural features, etc.) and provide any corrections to what they saw on the maps, 
so that new maps would incorporate the changes.  Members were then asked to consider mobility 
and access needs for 2030, and what they thought might be important issues based on their 
particular points of views (e.g., neighborhood access, commercial access, bicycle/pedestrian 
access, etc.) They were asked to evaluate all current access points either as interchanges, 
over/underpasses, or neither an interchange or over/underpass. 

Public Information Meeting (PIM):     

Section 5 hosted a PIM on July 20, 2005 at the Liberty Church in Martinsville to present a 
project progress update and collect feedback from members of the public.  A “workshop” format 
display area provided newly developed preliminary access alternative maps, graphics of typical 
sections, anticipated timelines and other project-related information.  Members of the Section 5 
team were on hand to discuss the alternatives with individuals and address specific comments 
and questions.  Attendees were presented with a chart showing various “options” for potential 
interchange points, grade separations and access roads and asked to rate each option. 

Following the workshop portion of the meeting, a brief presentation was given to highlight major 
project points and milestones, after which members of the public were allowed to provide 
comments to the audience.  In addition, attendees were provided official comment forms to fill 
out and submit, or to take with them to fill out and return at a later time.  Table 4 presents a 
summary of ratings provided by the public to the options chart distributed at the PIM. 

Table 4:  Summary of Interchange/Access Ratings from July 20, 2005 Section 5 PIM  
Interchange/Access Option Total 

Prefer 
Comments 

That Road Overpass 5 Preferred for bikes 
That Road Close 4  
Rockport Road Overpass 8 Better east-west route; better quality existing roads 
Rockport Road Close 1  
Fullerton Pike Interchange 5  
Fullerton Pike Overpass 3 Access to hospital; better spacing from 2nd St.; Preferred for 

bikes 
Tapp Road Interchange 5 Provides good spacing from SR 37 Interchange; preferred 

over Fullerton Pike for bikes 
Tapp Road Overpass 4 Collector Distributor considered not as safe as other alts.   
Collector Distributor System  1 Preferred as part of entire Alt. 2 
Vernal Pike Overpass 1  
Vernal Pike Underpass 5 Best for terrain; preferred for bikes  
Acuff Road Overpass 4 Preferred for bikes 
Acuff Road Closed 4 Prevent impacts to MGRRHD 
Kinser Pike Interchange 3 Access to planned development; Provide bike access 
Kinser Pike Overpass 7 Better access plan for BHSN; good for bikes 
Walnut Street Interchange 7 Bloomington “Gateway” (2) 
Walnut Street Overpass 1  
Sample Road Interchange 6 Level terrain (2), business access (2), avoids need to use 

Bottom Road to go south (Bottom floods frequently) 
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Table 4:  Summary of Interchange/Access Ratings from July 20, 2005 Section 5 PIM  
Interchange/Access Option Total Comments 

Prefer 
Sample Road Overpass 1  
Chambers Pike Interchange 2  
Chambers Pike Overpass 4  
Sample Road & Chambers Pike 
interchanges 

7 Best access plan for businesses, residences & future 
development (4) 

SR 37 bifurcation, six lanes to 
west of current alignment 

3 Avoids impacts to west caused by access road at Cooksey;  

SR 37 bifurcation, three lanes 
each direction 

5 Maintains natural beauty 

Paragon Road Interchange 3 Better for overall traffic than Liberty Church; 
Paragon Road Overpass 4  
Liberty Church Road 
Interchange 

6 Less impact to forest; better terrain; better for future 
development  

Liberty Church Road Overpass 2  
Other Comments/Preferences 

 1 Close off Paragon Road 
 1 Close off Fullerton Pike 
 1 Interchange at Vernal (with CD) 
 1 Close off Kinser Pike (use Walnut) 
 2 Push frontage road shown in Alt 3 (between Norm Anderson 

Road & Crossover Road) further west to prevent impacts to 
current and future development 

 1 Provide multi-use paths along entire length of corridor 
 1 Maintain bridges over abandoned railways for Bikes 
 
Expert Land Use Panels   

Expert Land Use Panels were established in all six I-69 Tier 2 sections to assist in forecasting 
future land use to the year 2030 without and with I-69.  This information was used in the 
development and refinement of alternatives that would provide optimum access to the areas 
served while minimizing impacts to future growth patterns.  The Section 5 panel was comprised 
of local professionals intimately familiar with development activity in the communities served by 
I-69.  Members were involved in the public development approval process or in the development 
of major residential or commercial areas and included representatives of city and county 
planning and zoning departments, public utilities, real estate professionals, appraisers and 
economic development groups.  The panel held meetings on April 13, 2005 and May 25, 2005.   

At the first meeting, the panel established future growth patterns without consideration of I-69 
(i.e., no-build scenario) and identified geographic areas having potential for high, medium, low 
or no growth for housing and employment based on traditional determinates of development 
(e.g., current transportation access, availability of sanitary sewers, suitably zoned land without 
environmental constraints).  At the second meeting, panel members were asked to predict shifts 
in households or employment from the 2030 no-build scenario that would result from the I-69 
build alternatives (due to improved or reduced access based on interchange locations and/or 
access roads).  In addition, the panel was asked to allocate Monroe County’s share of induced 
development (development resulting as a result of the build alternative).  This countywide 
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forecast of induced development was provided by the regional economic analysis performed in 
Tier 1 for the selected alternative (Alternative 3C). 

Church Surveys   

Because churches often are focal points for community activities as well as worship services, 
surveys were provided to churches in the vicinity of Section 5 to collect a variety of information.  
The surveys requested church administrators to list weekly activities held at their facility, 
including days and times; describe any school or childcare activities, including schedules and 
attendance numbers; and describe current access routes and how they felt such routes might be 
affected by the I-69 project.  Surveys were mailed to 50 churches throughout the Section 5 study 
area.  Responses were received from 17 churches, the majority of which were located in close 
proximity to existing SR 37 and whose members use the current roadway system to access their 
facilities.   

Emergency Medical Service (EMS) Surveys 

Efficient transport for emergency fire, police, ambulance and hazardous materials response 
services is considered critical to local communities in the Section 5 study area.  Such services are 
provided by a variety of sources including local fire and police departments, townships and other 
institutions.  In order to gauge the needs of these providers, surveys were developed and 
distributed to 25 emergency service providers in the Section 5 study area that could potentially 
be affected by the I-69 project.  The surveys requested information on geographic service areas, 
types of service (e.g., fire, ambulance, etc.), staffing, current use of SR 37 and connecting routes, 
average call numbers and response times, current congestion problems, and any other available 
statistics.  Respondents also were asked to identify what they considered to be critical routes and 
access points, how they believed these might be affected by the I-69 project, and what actions 
could be taken to maintain or enhance existing efficiency and response times.  Detailed 
responses were received from 10 providers, and follow-up calls and meetings were held to obtain 
more specific information, ideas and concerns.  Based on the responses and follow-up calls, it 
was determined that several of the 15 providers that did not provide detailed information either 
do not currently use SR 37, or do not foresee using I-69 in the future for service calls.  Others 
confirmed that information regarding their services had been included in one or more of the 10 
providers that had submitted detailed information.   

3.4.3 Resource Agency Coordination 

The scoping process included the definition of the range of alternatives to be considered and the 
process to be used to address potential environmental impacts. The Tier 1 ROD limited the range 
of alternatives to freeways within the defined corridor along SR 37, with termini just north of 
Victor Pike, south of Bloomington, and SR 39 south of Martinsville.  Many of the issues to be 
addressed are mandated by various laws, regulations, and agency guidelines. To ensure the scope 
of study for these issues would be adequate, two general meetings have been held to date 
between environmental resource agencies, FHWA, INDOT, the PMC, and all consultants 
working on specific Tier 2 sections.  They are described below. 
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• On August 12, 2004, a “kick-off” meeting was held with federal and state review 
agencies. The purpose of the meeting was to familiarize the environmental review 
agencies with the scope and status of environmental survey activities associated with the 
Tier 2 studies; to introduce the Project Management Team, agency representatives, and 
consultants responsible for each of the six sections; acquaint agency representatives with 
the Tier 2 project corridor, overall project Purpose and Need, public involvement efforts, 
and project schedules; and identify major issues to be addressed in the study. 

 
• A second two-day environmental resource agency meeting was held February 23-24, 

2005. The first day’s agenda included a general meeting involving all participants 
followed by breakout sessions to discuss specific topics. The general session focused on 
explaining the steps in the formal agency coordination process each Tier 2 study will 
follow; identifying project schedules and timeframes; explaining how local needs and 
goals will be identified and incorporated into the Purpose and Need Statements of each 
section; and discussing how preliminary alternatives will be developed and evaluated. 
Each section’s consultant project manager gave a brief presentation summarizing 
activities to date and future planned activities.  These presentations were followed by 
questions and comments from the agencies. In the afternoon the following three breakout 
sessions were held: (1) the Interagency Water Resources Coordination Team discussed 
issues related to wetlands, water quality, floodplains, floodways and stream crossings; (2) 
the Interagency Karst Geology Team discussed issues related to sink holes; and (3) a 
demonstration and training session was provided for the Quantm program. The second 
day of the agency coordination activities was primarily devoted to a bus tour to provide 
agency representatives with an overview of notable features in Sections 1, 2, and 3.  

A resource agency coordination meeting/web cast was conducted on December 14, 2005, 
to review and receive resource agencies’ comments on Section 5’s Purpose and Need and 
Preliminary Alternatives package that had been submitted to the agencies on November 
11, 2005. Agencies represented, in addition to FHWA and INDOT, were the USEPA 
Region 5 and the IDNR.  The discussion focused primarily on the local goals that 
comprise Section 5’s Purpose and Need Statement. It was noted that the needs identified 
for Section 5 were identified by extensive public involvement activities, and that they 
support the Tier 1 goals while providing the local focus required of the Tier 2 studies. 
Regarding the analysis of alternatives within the selected corridor, it was noted that all 
alternatives would likely satisfy Purpose and Need equally; therefore the potential 
environmental impacts and cost of each alignment would be key determinants in 
evaluating and comparing alternatives.  The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Forest Service, DNR Division of Water, and DNR Division of Historic Preservation and 
Archaeology provided written comments on this package, as noted below.  

• The Forest Service letter, received January 10, 2006, stated “The Purpose and Need 
for Section 5…is consistent with the Tier 1 FEIS and seems to reflect local needs. 
The range of alternatives seems adequate.”   

• The DNR Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology letter, received 
December 21, 2005, offered no comments on the Section 5 draft purpose and need; 
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however, it offered several comments regarding preliminary alternatives.  The letter 
stated concerns for impacts to the MGRRHD, Monroe County Bridge Number 913 
(near the current North Walnut Street interchange), and Morgan County Bridges 
Numbers 161 and 224.   

• The DNR Division of Water letter, received on February 20, 2006, stated concerns for 
impacts to several resources, summarized as follows: 

o Karst:  concerns for general highway runoff, construction and drainage impacts to 
springs near Fullerton Pike and May Cave, and disruption of hydrological 
connections currently running underneath existing SR 37 near Wapehani 
Mountain Bike Park and the 2nd Street/SR 45 interchange 

o Forested Habitat: concerns for habitat loss at interchanges near the Morgan-
Monroe State Forest where new roadway is not at the same level as existing SR 
37 and intersecting roadways, and where new or improved roadways make deep 
incursions into currently undisturbed habitat 

o Light and Noise: concerns for car traffic noise effects on birds, and light impacts 
to behaviors of nocturnal wildlife 

o Streams, Wetlands and Riparian Areas: concerns for impacts based on widening 
of current roadway footprints, use of lengthy culverts, and stream realignments 

o Habitat Connectivity: concern for maintaining connectivity (provides 
recommendations for bridges and culverts) 

• A third two-day environmental resource agency meeting was held August 1-2, 2006. The 
first day’s agenda included overall discussions of the entire project followed by section 
updates and specific topics. The overall session focused on project schedules, Tier 1 EIS re-
evaluation and comments, Tier 2 agency review packages, and the potential use of 
public/private partnerships. Each section consultant project manager presented a brief 
summary of activities to date and future planned activities.  These presentations were 
followed by questions and comments from the agencies.  The afternoon session presented  
three specific topics: 1) Cumulative Impact Analyses discussed methodology, agency 
guidance, Tier 1 resources, and resources to be evaluated by each section; 2) Interagency 
Water Resources discussed coordination, technical reports by section, and watershed 
permitting process; 3) Section 4 & 5 Karst break-out sessions provided summaries of July 
2006 Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation reports. The second day was 
primarily devoted to a bus tour of notable features in Sections 4, 5, and 6. 

 
• The fourth environmental resource agency meeting for all six sections of the Tier 2 studies 

was held March 1, 2007, in Indianapolis. Agencies represented, in addition to FHWA and 
INDOT, included USEPA Region 5; USFWS-Bloomington Field Office; IDNR (Divisions 
of Water, Fish and Wildlife, Forestry, and Historic Preservation and Archaeology); IDEM 
Offices of Land Quality and Ground Water; and USDA Forest Service/Hoosier National 
Forest.  The agenda included reviewing the project schedule; a progress update for each Tier 
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2 section; and a review of the Section 1 DEIS and the comments received.  Regarding 
comments received about the Section 1 DEIS, discussions focused on these three areas: 
 

o Water resources, including status of coordination with agencies, updates on 
wetland and stream technical reports in each section, permitting, and mitigation. 
Forest mitigation and compensatory mitigation was also discussed. 

o Indirect and cumulative impact analyses, including the methodology for the Tier 2 
evaluations and updates of each section’s analyses. It was noted that farmland, 
forests, streams, and wetlands are the resources identified for cumulative impact 
analysis in Section.  

o Karst features and studies.  

3.4.4 Preliminary Alternatives 

Preliminary alternatives were developed that are consistent with both the Indiana Department of 
Transportation Design Manual and the American Association of Highway and Transportation 
Officials’ (AASHTO) A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.  The alternatives 
also incorporated information obtained via preliminary studies and public outreach and agency 
coordination activities.   

As part of the alternative development, generalized typical sections, potential interchange types 
and initial alternatives were explored.  These are shown on Figure 8 - Typical Sections; Figure 9 
- Section 5 Example Interchange Types; and Figure 10 - Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison 
Maps (a, b, c, and d).  
 
The typical right-of-way section for preliminary alternatives in Section 5 ranges from 220 feet to 
790 feet wide, depending on the alignment and terrain features.  The widest sections occur in 
limited locations where the existing SR 37 alignment is bifurcated.  In addition, there are 
proposed frontage roads at various points throughout the corridor.   
 
As discussed in Section 3.2, during development of the preliminary alternatives, the rural areas 
were designed with the Tier 1 typical cross section with a 6-Lane Divided Section with grass 
median.  The Tier 1 urban section was replaced with a slight modification to the Tier 1 rural 
section based on decisions to use or reconnect to the existing local road network rather than 
constructing the new local service roads assumed in Tier 1.  In addition, it was decided to 
maintain the horizontal alignment within the existing SR 37 corridor and generally maintain the 
existing SR 37 elevations.  This essentially allows the use of an 8-Lane Divided Section with 
grass median through the urbanized area while minimizing potential impacts to karst features, 
visual impacts and project cost (see Figure 8). 

Mainline Alignments for Preliminary Alternatives 

Development of mainline alignments began using the existing SR 37 centerline and the 2,000-
foot approved Section 5 corridor.  Even though the Section 5 corridor follows SR 37, I-69 must 
be constructed to meet interstate design standards. Horizontal and vertical alignments with a 70 
mile per hour design speed were developed.  Guidance from INDOT and FHWA provided that 
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median barriers, retaining walls, and guardrails not be used in the development of preliminary 
alternatives.  These features could later be added, if necessary to avoid or minimize impacts.   

GIS data of base mapping, existing right-of-way, contours, environmental resources, and parcel 
boundaries were used to identify constraints when developing alternatives. Several key 
constraints (to be avoided by all alignments) included all cemeteries, the MGRRHD, Wapehani 
Mountain Bike Park, Bennett’s Dump and Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund Sites, and the 
Hoosier Energy Operations Headquarters and transformer station.  Avoidance of these 
environmental and physical resources narrowed the possible alignments to small variances on 
either side of the existing centerline, with the exception of the portion through the Morgan-
Monroe State Forest.  The I-69 mainline alignment was shifted off the existing SR 37 centerline 
in certain locations:   

• Shift to Avoid Monroe Hospital.  The mainline alignment was shifted to the east 
at Fullerton Pike to avoid impacting the Monroe Hospital (currently under 
construction) and to minimize impacts to karst features.   

• Shift to Avoid Wapehani Park.  The mainline alignment was shifted to the west 
to avoid Wapehani Mountain Bike Park.   

• Shift to Avoid Historic District. The mainline alignment was shifted to the east 
at Acuff Road to avoid impacting the MGRRHD boundary.   

• Shift to Avoid Cemetery.  The mainline alignment was shifted to the west 
between Sample Road and Chambers Pike to avoid the Carlton/Huff Cemetery; 
here the existing northbound SR 37 lanes were used as a frontage road.   

• Shift Within State Forest.  The bifurcation of SR 37 through the Morgan-
Monroe State Forest was maintained in most of the I-69 alignments, while one 
alignment shifted I-69 to the west and used existing northbound SR 37 lanes as a 
frontage road. 

Access Locations for Preliminary Alternatives 

Currently there are approximately 50 streets, ramps, roads, or driveways with access to existing 
SR 37.  When constructing I-69, most of these access points will be eliminated.  Direct access to 
I-69 will be via traffic interchanges.  Any crossings of I-69 will be provided via grade 
separations.  All other access points with existing SR 37 will be closed and frontage roads or 
local service roads will serve existing traffic.  

The criteria presented in Section 3.3 were used to identify potential locations of interchanges, 
grade separations, frontage roads, collector/distributor (CD) roads and local service roads.  
Traffic volumes from the I-69 Tier 2 Corridor Model; input from representatives of Monroe 
County, Morgan County, and the City of Bloomington and the I-69 Community Advisory 
Committees; and planned and programmed improvements to the local roadway network were all 
considered in choosing access locations.  There are four existing interchanges on SR 37 in 
Section 5: 2nd Street/SR 45, 3rd Street/SR 48, SR 46 and Walnut Street.  Interchanges were 
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maintained at these locations, although alternatives were considered which moved the Walnut 
Street interchange out of the Beanblossom Creek floodplain. 

For certain potential interchange locations (e.g., Fullerton Pike, Tapp Road, 2nd Street, 3rd 
Street, Kinser Pike and Walnut Street), multiple interchange types were considered. Types were 
chosen based on surrounding land uses, INDOT design guidance and traffic operations.   In rural 
areas, a wide diamond was developed for each interchange providing 1,320 feet or more distance 
between ramp termini where possible.23  In urban areas, tight diamonds and single-point 
interchanges were used with much tighter ramp termini spacing (400 feet or less). Because of 
safety concerns, loop ramps were not permitted unless absolutely necessary to avoid railroads or 
rivers, or to improve traffic operations at system interchanges. See Figure 9 for examples of 
these interchange types. 

                                                 

 
23  A “wide diamond” allows for sufficient space to add loop ramps within the existing interchange right-of-way, 

should traffic volumes warrant it in the future. 
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Insert Figure 9: Section 5 Example Interchange Types 
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At each grade separation location, an overpass and an underpass with I-69 were considered.  
Because of the existing SR 37 grade and the presence of karst features within the corridor, 
overpasses with I-69 would typically be cheaper and create less drainage problems than 
underpasses.  

See Figure 10 - Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps at the end of Chapter 3.0 and the 
larger scale maps (Figures 11 and 12) included at the end of Chapter 4.0 for the following 
Section 5 locations:  

That Road Overpass or Rockport Road Overpass 

A That Road overpass was considered to maintain connectivity between neighborhoods on the 
east and west sides of I-69.  As an alternative to the That Road overpass, an overpass also was 
considered at Rockport Road.  A Rockport Road overpass also would maintain connectivity 
between neighborhoods on the east and west sides of I-69. 

Fullerton Pike Interchange 

The Monroe County Thoroughfare Plan shows a Southeastern Bypass around Bloomington.  
Currently, right-of-way is being preserved in both the That Road and Fullerton Pike corridors for 
the Southeastern Bypass.  Providing access to I-69 from the northeast for the Southeastern 
Bypass was considered at the SR 37 interchange with I-69 (which is part of Section 4) and at 
That Road. It was determined that the SR 37 interchange would become too complex to add a 
fourth (northeasterly) leg, and an interchange at That Road would be too close to the SR 37 
interchange.  Therefore, an interchange was proposed at Fullerton Pike to provide access to the 
southern areas of Bloomington, and provide a connection for this future Southeastern Bypass.  
An interchange would also provide access to the Monroe Hospital. A medium-sized diamond, a 
folded diamond, and a partial folded diamond were considered for the Fullerton Pike 
interchange. 

Tapp Road Overpass or Interchange 

The City of Bloomington requested that an interchange be studied for Tapp Road to serve a large 
portion of undeveloped land within the City.  Providing a full interchange would require 
collector distributor roads on I-69 though the urban section of Bloomington due to the close 
spacing of interchanges.  The interchange type considered was a tight diamond.  An overpass 
was also considered at this location to connect the neighborhoods west of I-69 with downtown 
Bloomington. 

2nd Street/SR 45 Interchange 

Currently, there is an interchange at this location.  Since SR 45 is a state highway with 
significant traffic volumes, an interchange was maintained at this location in all preliminary 
alternatives.  Interchange types considered included the existing folded diamond, a single-point 
interchange and a tight diamond.  
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Railroad Overpass 

Currently there is a grade separation over SR 37 for the Indiana Railroad.  This section of track is 
to remain in service for the foreseeable future, and thus a railroad overpass must be maintained 
for I-69 at this location. 

3rd Street/SR 48 Interchange 

Currently, there is an interchange at this location.  Since SR 48 is a state highway with 
significant traffic volumes, an interchange was maintained at this location in all preliminary 
alternatives.  Interchange types considered included the existing tight diamond and a single-point 
interchange.  

Railroad Underpass 

Currently there is a railroad grade separation under SR 37 for the Indiana Railroad and the CXS 
Railroad.  This section of track is to remain in service for the foreseeable future, and thus a 
railroad underpass is required for I-69 at this location. 

Vernal Pike/17th Street Underpass or Overpass 

Both the City of Bloomington and Monroe County recommended that a grade separation with I-
69 be considered at this location.  The existing access at Vernal Pike would be eliminated and 
17th Street would be extended across I-69 (either over or under) and connect with Vernal Pike.  A 
grade separation would maintain community connectivity and maintain access to the industrial 
areas west of I-69. 

SR 46 Interchange 

Currently, there is an interchange at this location.  Since SR 46 is a state highway with 
significant traffic volumes, an interchange was maintained at this location in all preliminary 
alternatives.  The existing interchange can remain with minor improvements to ramp termini.  

Arlington Road Overpass 

Currently there is an Arlington Road grade separation over SR 37.  An overpass was placed at 
this location in preliminary alternatives to maintain connectivity between the neighborhoods 
west of I-69 and Bloomington High School North. 

Acuff Road Overpass or Frontage Road 
An overpass or a frontage road to Kinser Pike was considered at this location to maintain 
neighborhood connectivity and maintain secondary access to the MGRRHD. 

Kinser Pike Overpass or Interchange 
An interchange was considered at this location as an alternative to an interchange at Walnut 
Street.  An interchange would provide access to the City of Bloomington Kinser Pike/Prow Road 
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TIF district that is considered a prime area for development.  The interchange type considered 
was a diamond interchange. A grade separation was also considered for this location to maintain 
community connectivity for a neighborhood west of I-69.  

Walnut Street Overpass, Interchange or Frontage Road 
Currently there is an interchange with SR 37 at this location.  The existing interchange does not 
provide for full traffic movements.  Maintaining an interchange at this location was considered 
since the current interchange serves as the unofficial “Gateway to Bloomington” and Indiana 
University, while serving high traffic volumes.  By connecting Walnut Street to Bottom Road, an 
interchange would provide secondary access from I-69 to the Town of Ellettsville. The 
interchange types considered at this location included a diamond interchange and a single-point 
interchange. An overpass or frontage road connecting to Sample Road were also considered for 
this location. 

Sample Road Overpass or Interchange / Chambers Pike Overpass or Interchange 
An interchange was considered at Sample Road to provide access to the neighborhoods and 
commercial businesses just north of Bloomington.  An interchange would also provide access for 
Hoosier Energy maintenance trucks to use I-69.  The interchange type considered was a diamond 
interchange. A grade separation was also considered to maintain connectivity between the 
business and neighborhoods on each side of I-69.  
 
An interchange was considered at Chambers Pike to provide access to the neighborhoods and 
commercial businesses just north of Bloomington.  An interchange would also provide access to 
the Morgan-Monroe State Forest.  The interchange type considered was a diamond interchange. 
A grade separation was also considered to maintain connectivity between the business and 
neighborhoods on each side of I-69.  
 
The access points at Sample Road and Chambers Pike are located approximately 2.9 miles apart.  
These alternatives considered in the screening process included having an overpass or 
interchange at Sample Road but not Chambers Pike; at Chambers Pike but not Sample Road; and 
at both locations. 

Bryant Creek Road Overpass or Frontage Road 
A Bryant Creek Road overpass or frontage road to Paragon Road were considered to provide 
access to I-69 for land locked parcels east of I-69 via Turkey Tract Road and a Paragon Road 
interchange. 

Paragon Road Overpass or Interchange 
An interchange was considered at Paragon Road to provide access to the neighborhoods north of 
the Morgan-Monroe State Forest and to the Town of Paragon.  The interchange type considered 
was a diamond interchange. A grade separation was also considered to maintain roadway 
connectivity in the area. 
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Liberty Church Overpass or Interchange 

Liberty Church has become a major regional focal point for community activities.  In addition, 
the surrounding land is likely to be developed.  The City of Martinsville plans to extend utilities 
(water and sewer) to the area, regardless of whether I-69 is built. Therefore, an overpass or 
interchange was considered to connect Liberty Church Road and Godsey Road. An interchange 
at Liberty Church also would reduce the traffic loads at Section 6 interchanges at SR 39 and 
Burton Road.  The interchange type considered was a diamond interchange. 

Preliminary Alternatives Considered 

As part of the alternatives screening process, three initial alternatives – Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 – 
were developed by combining the mainline alignments with various combinations of 
interchanges and grade separations as describe above.  A series of frontage roads and local 
service roads parallel to I-69 were developed for each alternative between the interchanges.  The 
frontage roads and local service roads connect individual parcels and roads that would otherwise 
be disconnected from I-69. Table 5 summarizes the interchanges and grade separations included 
with each of these preliminary alternatives.  .  

Other than the interchanges and frontage/service roads associated with each preliminary 
alternative, two notable differences between the alternatives are: 

• Access at Tapp Road.  Alternatives 1 and 3 include an overpass at Tapp Road, while 
Alternative 2 includes a single-point interchange with a Collector Distributor (CD) 
system (since the spacing between an interchange at Tapp Road and 2nd Street/SR 45 is 
less than a mile).  The CD system would separate local traffic from the interstate facility, 
which would greatly reduce weaving movements on I-69 and would improve the Level of 
Service (LOS) for traffic along the mainline.  The CD system would run on both sides of 
I-69 from just north of the SR 37 interchange in Section 4 to just north of the 3rd 
Street/SR 48 interchange. 

 
• Frontage Roads in the Vicinity of Morgan-Monroe State Forest.  Alternative 1 shifts the 

entire I-69 mainline to the west starting at the current southbound lanes of SR 37 and 
utilizes the current northbound SR 37 lanes as an eastern frontage road between 
Chambers Pike and Paragon Road through the Morgan-Monroe State Forest area (the 
current bifurcation area).  Alternatives 2 and 3 both maintain the existing mainline 
bifurcation with no frontage road between Chambers Pike and Paragon Road. 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 were presented to INDOT and FHWA for review at a meeting held on 
June 30, 2005.  Based on comments from INDOT and FHWA minor changes were made to the 
alternatives.  The three alternatives were then presented at a CAC meeting held on July 19, 2005, 
and subsequently at a PIM held on July 20, 2005.  Participants commented on proposed road 
closures, overpass recommendations, locations of interchanges, and connector roads.   

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, as presented at these meetings, are shown in Figure 10 (sheets a, b, c and 
d) at the end of Chapter 3 and are summarized in Table 5.   
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Table 5: Section 5 Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 Summary 
Alternative 1 

 
Alternative 2 
(CD Facility) 

Alternative 3 
 

Area Type Major Road Name 
I = Interchange (Urban or Rural) 

O or U = Overpass or Underpass (Grade 
Separation) 

X = No Direct Access 
TBD = To Be Determined 

Section 4 Tie-in  
(SR 37 interchange) 

I I I 

That Road X O O 
Rockport Road O X X 
Fullerton Pike I O I 
Tapp Road O I O 
SR 45/2nd Street I I I 
SR 48/3rd Street I I I 
Vernal Pike U O U 

Urban 

SR 46 Interchange I I I 
Arlington Road O O O 
Acuff Road X O X Rural/Urban 

transition area Kinser Pike O I I 
N. Walnut Street I X O 
Sample Road I I O 
Mainline Shift  @ Sample Rd/ 
NB SR 37 as access road 

West West West 

Chambers Pike O I I 
Mainline Shift at SR 37 split All lanes on 

west-side 
3 lanes each 

side 
3 lanes each 

side 
Paragon/Pine I O I 
Liberty Church O I O 

Rural 

Section 6 Tie-in  
(SR 39 interchange) 

TBD TBD TBD 

3.4.5 Decisions Made in Alternatives Screening Process 

Approach to Screening 

The preliminary alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) were used in the screening process simply 
to illustrate possible combinations of the various elements of the alternatives.  They were not 
intended to limit the range of possible combinations of the individual elements.  Therefore, the 
alternative screening process involved an individual evaluation of each element of each 
preliminary alternative.  As discussed below, some elements of the preliminary alternatives were 
retained, while others were eliminated, modified or replaced.   

The elements that remained under consideration after the screening process were grouped into 
two new alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5), which are being carried forward for detailed study.  
Alternatives 4 and 5 are summarized in Table 6 and are shown on the Alternative 4 and 5 
Summary Maps (Figures 11 and 12) included at the end of Chapter 4.  As with the preliminary 
alternatives, the alternatives carried forward for detailed study (Alternatives 4 and 5) are being 
presented as illustrations of possible combinations of the various elements of each alternative.   
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Key Factors Considered in Screening Decisions 

The alternative screening process focused on reducing construction costs, right-of-way needs, 
and environmental impacts, as well as community and traffic impacts by: 

• Reducing interchange size/type and location (based on traffic needs and impacts); 
• Reducing the number of mainline lanes based upon refined traffic modeling and LOS 

evaluations;  
• Using existing roadways/access points;  
• Locating frontage roads closer to the I-69 mainline to reduce new impacts;  
• Reducing the length of local service roads;  
• Relocating access roads to reduce farm and parcel splits; 
• Evaluating property acquisition costs versus access road/overpass costs and impacts;  
• Incorporating input from local governments, emergency service providers, CACs, and 

utility representatives, and public comments; and 
• Identifying potential conservation and mitigation areas.    

Decisions Made in Screening Process 

This section summarizes the decisions that resulted in the alternatives carried forward for 
evaluation in the DEIS. See Figure 10 - Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps at the end of 
Chapter 3.0 and the larger scale maps (Figures 11 and 12) included at the end of Chapter 4.0.for 
the following Section 5 locations. 

That Road Overpass/Rockport Road Overpass 

Alternative 1 included an overpass for Rockport Road. Alternatives 2 and 3 included an overpass 
at That Road.  An overpass at That Road was analyzed as an alternative to the overpass at 
Rockport Road (which was shown in the Tier 1 FEIS).  The alternative screening recommended 
carrying forward the Rockport Road overpass, and eliminating the That Road overpass.  The 
recommendation is based on the following factors: 

• Either overpass can serve the traffic within the immediate study area with an eastern 
frontage road connecting the two. 

• Rockport Road has a higher roadway classification than That Road (Major Collector 
versus Minor Collector). 

• Rockport Road is a more continuous route for the region than That Road and provides 
access to areas southwest of Bloomington. 

• Traffic models show that an overpass at Rockport Road would carry almost twice the 
traffic than a That Road overpass (4,200 vpd vs. 2,200 vpd).  Additionally, a majority of 
the traffic on a That Road overpass would be diverted from Rockport Road. 

• A Rockport Road overpass would provide better access to the new Monroe Hospital 
complex and associated access road (at Fullerton Pike). 

• The City of Bloomington stated support for a Rockport Road overpass instead of a That 
Road overpass in their comments on Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. 
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• Monroe County stated support for either overpass option as long as a frontage road was 
provided to connect both roadways on the east side of I-69. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include an overpass at Rockport Road, with a frontage 
road between That Road and Rockport Road on the east side of I-69. 

Fullerton Pike Interchange/Realignment and Fullerton Pike Extensions 

Alternatives 1 and 3 proposed interchanges at Fullerton Pike, and that Fullerton Pike (west of the 
proposed I-69) be relocated to the south of the existing Fullerton Pike alignment, widened to four 
lanes, and extended west to Leonard Springs Road and east to Gordon Pike.   Alternative 2 
included an overpass, but not an interchange or relocation of Fullerton Pike and an eastern 
frontage road that connected That Road, Fullerton Pike and Tapp Road.  In addition, Alternatives 
1 and 3 proposed a mainline shift to the east of existing SR 37 in the vicinity of the proposed 
interchanges.  Alternative 2 did not propose a mainline shift.   

The purpose of the Fullerton Pike relocation under Alternatives 1 and 3, in association with an 
interchange, was to move the roadway further away from the Fullerton Cemetery and upgrade 
the east/west connection from Gordon Pike to Leonard Springs Road.  The alternative screening 
process recommended that the realignment and extensions of Fullerton Pike no longer be 
considered as part of any alternative due to the large cost and minimal benefit associated with it:   

• The proposed extension to Leonard Springs Road crosses steep terrain and would require 
either embankment fills in excess of 80’ or a bridge approximately 1000’ in length. 

• The realignment and extension to Leonard Springs Road could adversely impact 
additional homes and several large springs, and could be within the viewshed of the Jonas 
May House, which is considered eligible for inclusion on the NRHP.  The realignment 
could, therefore, constitute an Adverse Effect to the Jonas May House under Section 106.  
An Adverse Effect, as defined by 36 CFR 800.5, is found when an undertaking may alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the 
property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. 

• Traffic volumes (3,200 vpd) on Fullerton Pike, west of the hospital site, do not warrant 
widening Fullerton Pike and Leonard Springs Road to 2nd Street/SR 45. 

• Since the development of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, Monroe County has created a TIF 
district to fund a County project to extend Fullerton Pike east to connect with Gordon 
Pike (regardless of the I-69 undertaking) and as such, this extension was removed from 
all of the I-69 alternatives.  

In addition, the mainline shift to the east of existing SR 37 in Alternatives 1 and 3 will be 
maintained in both Alternatives 4 and 5.  This shift is necessary to coincide with the geometry of 
the SR 37/I-69 interchange in Section 4, minimize impacts to the newly constructed Monroe 
Hospital, reduce residential and karst impacts, and better accommodate a Fullerton Pike 
interchange.  This shift would allow Fullerton Pike to return to existing grade before the 
cemetery, which would eliminate the need for realignment of Fullerton Pike to the south to avoid 
the cemetery.   
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Selection of the SR 37/I-69 interchange will in turn determine the type of interchange design 
recommended for Fullerton Pike; however, the interchange is expected to consist of a folded 
diamond interchange with a loop on the west side and a diamond interchange on the east side.  
This design reduces the impacts to the Monroe Hospital, since mainline traffic would be less 
likely to be affected by entering traffic than by exiting traffic. 

The overpass and eastern frontage road option proposed in Alternative 2 were eliminated to 
satisfy the required minimum interstate interchange spacing between Tapp Road and SR 45 and 
to accommodate the construction of the new Monroe Hospital in the southwestern quadrant of 
the Fullerton/SR 37 intersection.  

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 & 5 include an interchange at Fullerton Pike with no 
relocation of Fullerton Pike and no widening/extension to Leonard Springs Road or Gordon Pike.  
In addition, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include a mainline shift to the east of SR 37 in the vicinity 
of the Fullerton Pike interchange.   

Tapp Road Interchange and the Collector Distributor (CD) System  

Alternatives 1 and 3 included an overpass at Tapp Road.  Instead of an overpass, Alternative 2 
included a single-point interchange at Tapp Road with a CD system from approximately 
Fullerton Pike to SR 46. The CD system was proposed to provide interchange access at Tapp 
Road and 2nd Street/SR 45.  The CD system would separate local traffic from the interstate 
facility, which would greatly reduce weaving on to the interstate and would improve the LOS 
along the mainline.  The alternative screening recommended that the CD system be eliminated 
for all alternatives.  This recommendation is based on the following factors: 

• The CD system would not allow for an interchange at Fullerton Pike due to the close 
proximity to the SR 37 Interchange.  (The Fullerton Pike area along I-69 is where the CD 
system roads would merge with the mainline, providing the separated traffic a merge 
zone onto and off of the CD system.) 

• Providing a Fullerton Pike interchange would necessitate carrying the CD road through 
the SR 37/I-69 interchange, which would result in a more complex and costly interchange 
with more right-of-way impacts. 

• The CD system would make the mainline about 80’ wider than the alternatives that do 
not include a CD system (Alternatives 1 and 3).  This would result in more right-of-way 
impacts than for Alternatives 1 and 3.   

• For Alternatives 1 and 3 (which do not include the CD system), the volume on the 
mainline would be approximately 68,000 vpd. Alternative 2 also carries 68,000 vpd, but 
the volume is evenly split between the mainline and CD roads, each carrying 34,000 vpd. 

• The City of Bloomington recommended elimination of the CD system.  The city stated it 
would not want to “trade-off” the additional community impacts associated with the 
proposed CD system for the interchange at Tapp Road.  The city further stated it believes 
that the proposed Fullerton Pike interchange would better serve its needs. 

• Monroe County stated a preference for an interchange at Fullerton Pike rather than at 
Tapp Road if Fullerton Pike is extended across Clear Creek and connected with Gordon 
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Pike to provide direct access into downtown Bloomington.  Traffic forecasts for 2030 
show 5,700 vpd would travel via this new connection. 

The alternative screening process also recommended dropping the single-point interchange at 
Tapp Road, and instead considering a split-diamond interchange at this location, based on the 
following: 

• A split diamond interchange between Tapp Road and 2nd Street/SR 45 could be designed 
to maintain access to I-69 while not increasing the weave access points.  There would be 
limited access directional frontage roads carrying traffic between Tapp Road and 2nd 
Street/SR 45. 

• The split diamond interchange should also reduce traffic volumes on Leonard Springs 
Road and Tapp Road west of I-69.  Under Alternatives 1 and 3, Tapp Road (west of I-69) 
would have 13,000 vpd, while with a split diamond interchange, Tapp Road would have 
8,500 vpd - a reduction of 4,500 vehicles.  Traffic on Leonard Springs Road would also 
be reduced from 11,600 vpd to 7,800 vpd with the split diamond alternative. 

• The split diamond interchange would also increase traffic volumes on Tapp Road east of 
I-69 by 2,000 vpd, but would reduce the 2nd Street/SR 45 volumes by 1,000 vpd and the 
Fullerton Pike volumes by 1,000 vpd. 

To summarize, Alternative 4 proposes an overpass at Tapp Road as depicted in Alternatives 1 
and 3, while Alternative 5 proposes a split-diamond interchange between Tapp Road and 2nd 
Street/SR 45, which replaces the CD system originally proposed in Alternative 2.   

2nd Street/SR 45 Interchange Designs 

The preliminary alternatives included three different interchange designs at 2nd Street and SR 45.  
Alternative 1 depicted a folded diamond interchange layout, Alternative 2 included a single-point 
interchange with a CD system, and Alternative 3 included a single-point interchange without a 
CD system.  

None of these interchange designs will be carried forward at this location.  Instead, the 
alternative screening process recommends two different interchange designs: a tight diamond 
interchange at 2nd Street/SR 45 in Alternative 4, and a split diamond interchange between Tapp 
Road and 2nd Street/SR 45 (as discussed above) in Alternative 5, based on the following: 

• Folded diamond interchanges have the potential to cause traffic backups on the mainline 
and have been removed from further consideration at this location. 

• The Alternative 2 single-point interchange was developed due to the inclusion of a CD 
road, since the wider CD typical section would require enough space to preclude 
development of the loop ramps required for a folded diamond interchange. 

• There is a significant amount of INDOT-owned right-of-way available to accommodate 
various urban interchange configurations; this approach could further reduce right-of-way 
costs and impacts to businesses. 

• A tight diamond interchange would likely lower bridge costs compared to the single-
point interchange. 
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• A single-point interchange would require realigning 2nd Street/SR 45 to reduce the 
skew24 across I-69. 

• The City of Bloomington has stated preference for the existing (Tier 1) folded diamond 
Interchange for 2nd Street/SR 45. 

• Monroe County did not specify a preferred layout for this interchange. 
 

To summarize, Alternative 4 includes a tight diamond interchange at 2nd Street/SR 45, and 
Alternative 5 includes a split diamond interchange between Tapp Road and 2nd Street/SR 45.   

3rd Street/SR 48 Interchange Designs 

Alternative 1 included a tight diamond interchange, Alternative 2 included a single-point 
interchange with a CD system, and Alternative 3 included a single-point interchange design 
(without a CD system).  Alternative screening recommends carrying forward both interchange 
types with a tight diamond in Alternative 4 and a single-point interchange in Alternative 5.   

• A tight diamond interchange likely would lower bridge costs, compared to the single-
point interchange. 

• The City of Bloomington has stated a preference for the single-point interchange design 
for SR 48, with the assumption that it would minimize impacts.  

• Monroe County did not specify a preferred layout for this interchange. 

To summarize, Alternative 4 includes a tight diamond interchange and Alternative 5 includes a 
single-point interchange.  

Vernal Pike/17th Street Overpass 

All preliminary alternatives included a grade separation at 17th Street with elimination of access 
at Vernal Pike.  Alternatives 1 and 3 included an underpass at 17th Street, and Alternative 2 
included an overpass.  The alternative screening recommended that all alternatives carried 
forward include an underpass at 17th Street based on the following: 

• Due to the terrain in this area, an underpass would return to grade much sooner than an 
overpass (approximately 400’ on the east side); 

• An overpass would require that some areas west of I-69 have embankment fills of up to 
60’, while an underpass would require excavation cuts of 50’ in some areas east of I-69. 

• An underpass would have less steep grades than an overpass and would be better for 
bicyclists and pedestrians (underpass maximum grade of 3.5% versus an overpass 
maximum grade of 5%).  

                                                 

 
24  “Skew” refers to a grade separation of two facilities at an angle significantly less than 90 degrees.  Crossings 

with a great deal of skew are associated with significantly higher right-of-way impacts and higher structure 
costs due to relatively lengthy bridges. 
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• The City of Bloomington stated a preference for an underpass.   
• Monroe County stated support for the use of 17th Street as an alternative to Vernal Pike. 

The County has also stated a preference for interchange access at Vernal Pike.  However, 
a Vernal Pike interchange would exceed the required minimum interstate interchange 
spacing relative to the SR 46 interchange.  In order to address this spacing, a CD system 
and reconstruction of the SR 46 interchange (to accommodate the CD roads) would be 
required to meet the Monroe County recommendation for an interchange at Vernal Pike. 

• With the proposed underpass, businesses located along Industrial Drive would continue 
to have interstate access via Vernal Pike connections to Curry Pike and SR 46. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 & 5 propose elimination of access at Vernal Pike, providing a 
grade separation underpass at 17th Street.  In addition, both alternatives propose straightening 
and extending Hensenburg Road south to Industrial Drive and north to form an intersection with 
Packing House Road and the planned North Park development. 

Acuff Road Overpass and Frontage Road Connection to Kinser Pike 

Alternative 1 eliminated access to Acuff Road, Alternative 2 included an overpass at Acuff 
Road, and Alternative 3 included a frontage road west of SR 37 connecting Acuff Road with a 
Kinser Pike interchange.  The alternative screening recommended eliminating the overpass and 
frontage roads for Acuff Road and carrying the Alternative 1 design into both Alternatives 4 and 
5 based on: 

• Alternative 2 and 3 overpass and/or access road development and construction would 
directly impact the MGRRHD. These impacts could result in a Section 4(f) use and/or an 
adverse effect determination under Section 106. 

• The overpass alternative would require construction of a bridge over the interstate and 
another bridge over Stout Creek, which would add significant cost to the project, with 
limited benefit.  (The Stout Creek Bridge would be approximately 75’ high.) 

• Although the frontage road to connect Acuff Road with Kinser Pike would connect with 
the County’s proposed frontage road to tie Arlington Road to Acuff Road, due to the 
steep slopes along Stout Creek and the spacing required for construction of a western 
frontage road, the mainline in Alternative 3 would need to be shifted approximately 100’ 
to the east of existing SR 37.  This mainline shift to the east would encroach upon the 
Kinser Pike/Prow Road TIF district. 

• The City of Bloomington does not recommend an overpass at this location.  The city has 
stated it believes that a Kinser Pike interchange would mitigate for any “lost” access from 
Acuff Road. 

• Monroe County has stated a preference for an overpass at Acuff Road. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 recommend elimination of access at Acuff Road, with 
no connecting frontage roads.   

 

Kinser Pike Interchange/Overpass and Western Extension 
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Alternative 1 recommended an overpass at Kinser Pike, with existing Kinser Pike west of I-69 
used as a frontage road to connect with an interchange at Walnut Street.  Alternatives 2 and 3 
both recommended an interchange at Kinser Pike and an extension of Kinser Pike to the east 
connecting with Walnut Street at Bayles Road, and an overpass at Walnut Street.  Alternative 2 
included an extension of Kinser Pike to the west/northwest along the existing natural ridge 
(between two watersheds in karst terrain) to tie in with Bottom Road.  Alternative 3 included a 
tie in with Bottom Road closer to I-69.   

The alternative screening recommended carrying forward Alternative 4 with an interchange at 
Kinser Pike and an overpass at Walnut Street and Alternative 5 with an overpass at Kinser Pike 
and an interchange at Walnut Street.   

Alternative 4 includes eliminating the Kinser Pike western extension and replacing it with a “T” 
intersection and closer tie-in with existing Kinser Pike west based on: 

• Reduction in construction costs, and right-of-way, karst, and farmland impacts along the 
ridge. 

• Response to SHPO comments regarding potentially increased noise and visual impacts to 
the MGRRHD. 

 
Alternative 5 includes an overpass at Kinser Pike, using existing Kinser Pike west as a frontage 
road to connect with a Walnut Street interchange.  
 
While the City of Bloomington has expressed a preference for a Kinser Pike interchange to 
provide direct access from I-69 to the Kinser Pike/Prow Road TIF district, Monroe County has 
not provided a preference to date.  

To summarize, Alternative 4 includes an interchange at Kinser Pike, an extension of Kinser Pike 
to the east connecting to Walnut Street at Bayles Road, a “T” intersection at the Kinser 
Pike/Bottom Road frontage road to the west, and an overpass at Walnut Street. Alternative 5 
includes an overpass at Kinser Pike and an interchange at Walnut Street.   

Walnut Street Interchange/Overpass 

Alternative 1 included an interchange at Walnut Street with a frontage road along the west side 
of I-69.  While Alternative 2 included no access at Walnut Street, it did provide a frontage road 
running parallel to I-69 on the east side to Sample Road.  Alternative 3 included an overpass at 
Walnut Street connecting to Bottom Road on the west side and frontage roads running parallel to 
I-69 on both the east and west sides.    

The alternative screening process recommended carrying forward Alternative 4 with an overpass 
at Walnut Street (in conjunction with a Kinser Pike interchange) and Alternative 5 with an 
interchange at Walnut Street (in conjunction with a Kinser Pike overpass).  These 
recommendations were based on:  
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• Reduction in construction costs, creek crossings, and construction within the floodway; 
and the use of existing INDOT right-of-way property at the existing Walnut partial 
interchange. 

• The need to maintain the use of the Monroe County Bridge 913 as part the frontage road 
system (in response to concern expressed by the SHPO over potential “demolition 
through neglect” should the bridge cease to be an integral component of county 
infrastructure).  

• Monroe County has expressed an informal preference for a Walnut Street interchange as 
a “Gateway to Bloomington,” a second access to Ellettsville and better utility of existing 
infrastructure; however, the City of Bloomington has expressed a preference for a Kinser 
Pike interchange.  

 
Both a diamond and single-point interchange design are under consideration for the Walnut 
interchange. 

To summarize, Alternative 4 includes an interchange at Kinser Pike and an overpass at Walnut 
Street.  Alternative 5 includes an interchange at Walnut Street with redesigned structures and 
approaches to reduce the skew and avoid impacts to a significant hill, historic Bridge 913, and 
wetlands on the east side; and an overpass at Kinser Pike. 

Western Frontage road across Beanblossom Valley 

Alternative 1 and 3 included a western frontage road connecting Bottom Road to Sample Road. 
Alternative 2 included a western frontage road that would not cross Beanblossom Creek.  The 
alternative screening recommended that the western frontage road across the Beanblossom 
floodway be eliminated, with the Alternative 2 plan carried forward into both Alternatives 4 and 
5.  This recommendation was based on: 

• Traffic volumes on the western frontage road would be extremely low (< 200 vpd) and 
construction of the road would require acquisition of many of the same properties for 
which it would be providing access. 

• A western frontage road could be designed that would extend from Griffith Cemetery to 
the Sample Road interchange to provide access to the cemetery. 

• Stream, floodway, farmland, wetland and residential impacts would be reduced. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 recommend elimination of the western frontage road 
across the Beanblossom floodway. 

Eastern Frontage road across Beanblossom Valley to Showers Road 

Alternative 1 included an eastern frontage road running parallel to I-69 from Sample Road to 
Hoosier Energy and did not cross Beanblossom valley. Alternatives 2 and 3 included an eastern 
frontage road from Walnut Street curving around the east side of Hoosier Energy to connect with 
Showers Road and then Sample Road.  
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The alternative screening recommended that the proposed eastern frontage road running north 
from Walnut Street curve around the east side of Hoosier Energy (as depicted in Alternatives 2 
and 3), but then continue to curve sharply westward back toward I-69 (avoiding Showers Road), 
then continue north, parallel to I-69, to Sample Road for both Alternatives 4 and 5.  This 
recommendation was based on: 

• The need for a secondary interchange access point for Hoosier Energy during 
emergencies (Walnut or Kinser). 

• Reduction of the need for Hoosier Energy heavy truck traffic to travel through the 
Showers Road neighborhood to the Sample Road interchange. 

• The need to maintain the use of the Monroe County Bridge 913 as part the frontage road 
system (in response to concern expressed by the SHPO over potential “demolition 
through neglect” should the historic bridge cease to be an integral component of county 
infrastructure).  

• Positive response to the frontage road alterations by Hoosier Energy. 

Alternatives 4 and 5 also include a local service road spur to provide access to an otherwise 
landlocked residential parcel just south of Hoosier Energy. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include an eastern frontage road curving east around 
Hoosier Energy, then west back toward I-69, then north, running parallel to I-69 to Sample Road.   

Sample Road/Chambers Pike Interchange/Overpass 

Alternative 1 included a Sample Road interchange and Chambers Pike overpass, Alternative 2 
included interchanges at both Sample Road and Chambers Pike, and Alternative 3 included a 
Sample Road overpass and Chamber Pike interchange. 

The alternative screening recommended elimination of a Chambers Pike interchange.  An 
interchange at Sample Road and an overpass at Chambers Pike will be advanced for both 
Alternatives 4 and 5.  It also recommended that the Sample Road interchange structure be shifted 
north to align with existing Sample Road and a proposed county road west of I-69.  These 
recommendations were based on the following: 

• Year 2030 traffic forecasts showed that interchanges at both Sample Road and Chambers 
Pike are not warranted (the combined total is less than 10,000 vpd).   

• Traffic forecasts indicate that an interchange at Sample Road would serve twice the 
traffic of an interchange at Chambers Pike. 

• Having both interchanges would not comply with the three-mile minimum interstate 
interchange spacing for rural areas.  

• Monroe County stated support for both interchange locations; however, the County stated 
a preference for the Sample Road interchange if only one were to be built. 

To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include elimination of a Chambers Pike interchange in 
favor of an interchange at Sample Road and a Chambers Pike overpass.  Both of the alternatives 
shift the western Sample Road interchange ramps to the west to avoid numerous small springs in 
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the southwest quadrant and shift the southeast quadrant frontage road to the northwest to reduce 
forest impacts and right-of-way acquisitions. 

 Morgan-Monroe State Forest Frontage Road 

Alternative 1 shifted the entire I-69 mainline to the west beginning at the existing southbound 
lanes of SR 37 and utilized the northbound SR 37 lanes as an eastern frontage road from 
Chambers Pike to Paragon Road through the Morgan-Monroe State Forest.  Alternatives 2 and 3 
maintained the existing bifurcation (separation of the north/southbound mainline lanes). 

The alternative screening recommended maintaining the existing bifurcation and eliminating the 
proposed eastern frontage road through the State Forest for all alternatives carried forward.  This 
recommendation is based on the following: 

• Traffic forecasts for 2030 predict only 100 vpd on the frontage road. 
• There are no major access connections provided along the frontage road (except a minor 

access at Bryant Creek Road). 
• There would be substantial roadway excavation, natural gas storage and monitoring well 

relocations, and State Forest encroachment required to place six lanes along the western 
side of the bifurcation (southbound SR 37). 

• Properties along I-69 will have adequate access without a continuous frontage road 
through the State Forest; travel north and south through the State Forest would be 
provided by Old State Route 37. 

To summarize, the eastern frontage road through the Morgan-Monroe State Forest was 
eliminated in both Alternatives 4 and 5 in favor of maintaining the existing bifurcation.   

Bryant Creek Road Overpass/Frontage Road 

Alternative 1 included no overpass at Bryant Creek Road, but proposed an eastern frontage road 
connecting to an interchange at Paragon Road.  Alternatives 2 and 3 included an overpass 
connecting Bryant Creek Road to Turkey Track Road, west of I-69.   

The alternative screening recommended elimination of the proposed Bryant Creek Road 
overpass and the eastern frontage road for all alternatives carried forward based on the following: 

• The landlocked properties near Cooksey Lane could be purchased at half the cost of 
providing access to these properties; therefore, neither an overpass nor a frontage road 
would be cost effective. 

• While purchasing the landlocked properties near Cooksey Lane would increase 
residential impacts, it would significantly reduce forest and stream impacts. 

To summarize, Alternatives 4 and 5 do not include an overpass or eastern frontage road at Bryant 
Creek Road.   

 

60 



Paragon Road/Liberty Church Road Interchange/Overpass 

Alternative 1 included an interchange at Paragon Road connected to the south to a Sample Road 
interchange by an east side frontage road through the Morgan-Monroe State Forest.  Another east 
side frontage road connected portions of Old SR 37 north to a Liberty Church Road overpass.  
Alternative 2 included an overpass at Paragon Road with no frontage roads to the south, and the 
east side frontage road connecting portions of Old SR 37 north to a Liberty Church Road 
interchange.  Alternative 3 included an interchange at Paragon Road with no southern frontage 
roads and the east side frontage road connecting portions of Old SR 37 north to a Liberty Church 
Road overpass.   

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 all included a western frontage road using Turkey Track Road north from 
Paragon Road, then running parallel to I-69 to Liberty Church Road.   

The alternative screening recommended carrying forward an interchange at Paragon Road and an 
overpass at Liberty Church Road in Alternative 4 and an interchange at Liberty Church Road and 
an overpass at Paragon Road in Alternative 5.  In addition, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include the 
east side frontage road (using Old SR 37) and the western frontage road system (using Turkey 
Track Road) between Paragon Road and Liberty Church Road.  These recommendations were 
based on the following:  

• The extension of the southern portion of the frontage road was eliminated in both 
alternatives with the previously described elimination of the Morgan-Monroe State Forest 
frontage road.  

• Parallel frontage roads that reconnect the portions of Turkey Track and Old SR 37 
(separated during the construction of existing SR 37) were included in both alternatives 
to reduce construction costs, residential impacts, and maintain local access patterns.   

To summarize, Alternative 4 includes an interchange at Paragon Road with an overpass at Liberty 
Church Road; and Alternative 5 includes an overpass at Paragon Road with an interchange at 
Liberty Church Road.  Both alternatives include eastern and western frontage roads.    

Frontage Roads between Liberty Church Road and SR 39 

Alternatives 1 and 3 included parallel frontage roads from Liberty Church Road to SR 39.  
Alternative 2 included this same system extended to the east and west around a Liberty Church 
Road interchange.  

The alternative screening recommended shifting the mainline to the west and reducing the 
western frontage road for both Alternatives 4 and 5.  These recommendations were based on the 
following: 

• The cost of the western frontage road was determined to be significantly higher than the 
cost of acquiring landlocked parcels. 

• Reduction in business, floodway, and forest impacts. 
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• Traffic forecasts for 2030 indicate only 700 vpd traveling to Martinsville on a western 
frontage road.   

• Access to the Legendary Hills community would still be maintained; traffic that would 
have used the western frontage road to access Martinsville could use Jordan Road/Burton 
Lane east of I-69.   

 
To summarize, both Alternatives 4 and 5 include shifting the mainline to the west and reducing 
the western frontage road to end at the Legendary Hills access point.  
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Insert Figure 10 Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps – Overview map  
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Insert Figure 10 Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps – Sheet 1 of 4 
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Insert Figure 10 Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps – Sheet 2 of 4 
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Insert Figure 10 Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps – Sheet 3 of 4 
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Insert Figure 10 Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 Comparison Maps – Sheet 4 of 4 
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4.0 Description of Alternatives Carried Forward 

Through the alternatives screening process, some elements of the preliminary alternatives were 
eliminated from consideration, and some new elements were introduced, as described above.  
The alternatives carried forward for detailed study consist of different combinations of the 
elements retained in the screening process.  Since they are not identical to any of the alternatives 
considered in screening, the alternatives carried forward are called Alternatives 4 and 5.   

Alternatives 4 and 5 are summarized in Table 6 and are shown at the end of Chapter 4.0 on the 
Summary Maps (Figures 11 and 12).   

4.1 Typical Sections and Frontage Roads 

Typical Sections – as previously discussed, during the development of the Tier 2 preliminary 
alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3), the rural areas were designed with the Tier 1 typical cross 
section with a 6-Lane Divided Section with a grass median and a modified Tier 1 cross section in 
the urban areas with an 8-Lane Divided Section with a grass median. 
 
Following further traffic modeling and LOS evaluations conducted during the Tier 2 studies, it 
was determined that forecasted traffic levels allowed for fewer lanes in both the rural and urban 
areas than were assumed in Tier 1.  The typical sections for Alternatives 4 and 5 consist of a 4-
Lane Divided Section in rural areas and a 6-Lane Divided Section in urban areas.  To provide 
flexibility to serve potential future traffic increases, there is grass median of 60 feet in urban 
areas and 84 feet in rural areas (see Figure 8).  
 
Frontage Roads – except for locations where interchange/overpass decisions are under 
consideration, frontage roads are similar between both alternatives. 

4.2 Common Elements 

Alternatives 4 and 5 share many common elements.  The common elements include: 

• South of That Road – Section 4 is addressing the studies and engineering south of That 
Road. 

 
• That Road – no interchange or overpass at this location; east-west access is provided via 

frontage roads to Rockport Road overpass; access to I-69 is provided via frontage roads 
to Fullerton Pike interchange. 

 
• Rockport Road – overpass is provided for east/west access; I-69 access is provided via 

frontage roads to Fullerton Pike interchange. 
 

• Mainline Shift – the mainline shifts east from just south of That Road to north of 
Fullerton Pike to reduce impacts to the hospital, cemetery, karst features, and residences, 
and accommodate flexibility in the Section 4 interchange design. 
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• Fullerton Pike – interchange is provided for east/west access and I-69 access; 

interchange design is a partial diamond with a loop to the northwest.  
 

• Vernal Pike – underpass is provided for east/west access; I-69 access is provided via 
existing roads to SR 46 interchange. 

 
• SR 46 – interchange is provided for east/west access and I-69 access. 

 
• Arlington Road – overpass is provided for east/west access; I-69 access is provided via 

existing roads to SR 46 interchange. 
 

• Acuff Road – no interchange or overpass at this location; access is provided via existing 
roads to the SR 46 interchange or to Kinser Pike. 

 
• Mainline Shift – mainline shifts east from just north of Acuff Road to approximately 

Kinser Pike to avoid impacts to the MGRRHD. 
 

• Mainline Shift – mainline shifts to the east just north of Beanblossom Creek Valley then 
west just south of Sample road through just south of Chambers Pike to reduce impacts to 
the Hoosier Energy Operations facility, cemeteries, businesses, and a potential hazardous 
waste site.  

 
• Sample Road – interchange is provided for east/west access and I-69 access; interchange 

design is a medium rural diamond interchange. 
 

• Mainline Shift – mainline shifts east just south of the Hoosier Energy substation to 
existing SR 37 alignment to reduce impacts to forest, businesses, and the substation. 

 
• Chambers Pike – overpass is provided for east/west access; I-69 access is provided via 

east side frontage road to Sample Road interchange. 
 

• Morgan-Monroe State Forest – mainline follows existing SR 37 bifurcation with wide 
median to reduce impacts to forest, streams and wetlands. 

 
• Bryant Creek Road – no access; east side properties are to be acquired and possibly 

used for potential forest, wetland and stream mitigation areas. 
 

• North of Indian Creek – Section 6 is addressing the studies and engineering north of 
Indian Creek 
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4.3 Decision Elements 

The alternatives carried forward differ in the following seven key areas: 

• Tapp Road – Alt 4 overpass vs. Alt 5 interchange:  
The decision is whether the increased interchange complexity, cost, and land use impacts 
are offset by the benefits of access to I-69 at Tapp Road (instead of requiring travel to 
Fullerton Pike or 2nd Street/SR 45).   

 
• 2nd Street/SR 45 – Alt 4 tight diamond vs. Alt 5 split interchange:   

The decision is whether the increased interchange complexity, cost, and land use impacts 
are offset by the benefits of reduced cross traffic at 2nd Street/SR 45 with the access road 
to Tapp Road.   

 
• 3rd Street/SR 48 – Alt 4 tight diamond vs. Alt 5 single-point interchange:  

The decision is whether the increased interchange cost is offset by the potential for better 
traffic flow with a single-point interchange design.   

 
• Kinser Pike – Alt 4 interchange vs. Alt 5 overpass:  

The decision is whether the loss of established traffic patterns at Walnut, increased karst 
impacts, secondary impacts west of I-69, new stream crossing, and land acquisition are 
offset by the commercial growth opportunities provided by direct access to the TIF 
district.    

 
• Walnut Street – Alt 4 overpass vs. Alt 5 interchange:  

The decision is whether the potential loss of commercial growth and development 
opportunities and increased wetland impacts are offset by maintaining/enhancing the 
“Gateway to Bloomington,” providing a second access to Ellettsville, and using existing 
SR 37 right-of-way property.  

 
• Paragon Road – Alt 4 interchange vs. Alt 5 overpass:  

The decision is whether the increased forest impacts and construction costs are offset by 
better access to the Morgan-Monroe State Forest; an interchange at this location was 
proposed in Tier 1. 

 
• Liberty Church Road – Alt 4 overpass vs. Alt 5 interchange:  

The decision is whether the increased farmland impacts and land acquisition area are 
offset by increased development potential for the area southeast of Martinsville. 

 
It is important to note that Alternatives 4 and 5 were developed to illustrate possible 
combinations of the various potential access points and mainline segments.  The preferred 
alternative could involve any combination of decisions at these seven locations.  
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4.3 Alternative Summaries 

Table 6 summarizes the similarities and differences between Alternatives 4 and 5: 

 

Table 6: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Summary 
Interchange 
or Mainline 

Shift 
Alternative 4 

Orig. 
Alt 

(1,2,3) 
Alternative 5 Orig. Alt 

(1,2,3) 

SR 37 
Interchange Section 4 design south of That Road 1,2,3 

That Road East/west access via frontage roads to Rockport; access to I-69 via 
frontage roads to Fullerton interchange 1 & 3 

Rockport 
Road 

Overpass for east/west access; I-69 access via frontage roads to Fullerton 
interchange 1 & 3 

Mainline Shift Mainline shifts to the east to reduce impacts to the hospital, cemetery, karst 
features, and residences 1 & 3 

Fullerton 
Pike 

Interchange with east/west and I-69 access; partial diamond interchange 
with loop to the northwest; shift east to reduce impacts to the hospital, 

cemetery, karst features, and residences, and aid in the Section 4 
interchange design. 

1 & 3 

Tapp Road 
Overpass for east/west access; 
access to I-69 via existing roads 

to Fullerton Pike and 2nd St/SR 45 
interchanges 

1 & 3 

Interchange with east/west 
and I-69 access; split 

interchange with 2nd St/SR 
45 with connecting frontage 

roads on east/west sides 

New 

2nd Street / 
SR 45 

Interchange with east/west and I-
69 access 1, 2, 3 

Interchange with east/west 
and I-69 access; split 

interchange with Tapp Road. 
with connecting frontage 
roads on east/west sides 

New 

3rd Street /  
SR 48 

Interchange with east/west and I-
69 access; tight diamond 

interchange type 
1 

Interchange with east/west 
and I-69 access; single-point  

interchange 
2 & 3 

Vernal Pike Underpass for east/west access; I-69 access via existing roads to SR 46 1 & 3 
SR 46 Interchange with east/west and I-69 access 1,2,3 

Arlington 
Road Overpass for east/west access; I-69 access via existing roads to SR 46 1,2,3 

Acuff Road No east/west or I-69 access; access via existing roads to SR 46 or Kinser 
Pike 1 

Mainline Shift Mainline shifts to the east to avoid impacts to the MGRRHD 3 

Kinser Pike 
Interchange with east/west and I-

69 access; medium diamond 
interchange type 

2 

Overpass for east/west 
access; I-69 access via west 
side frontage road to Walnut 

Street interchange 

1 

Walnut Street 

Overpass for east/west access; I-
69 access via east side frontage 

road to Sample Road interchange 
or west side frontage road to 

Kinser Pike; Bridge 913 as part of 
access road to Bottom Road/ 

Kinser Pike 

3 

Interchange with east/west 
and I-69 access; either a 

single-point or tight diamond 
interchange; Bridge 913 as 
part of east side frontage to 

Sample Road 

1  
(with two 

inter-
change 
types)  
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Table 6: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Summary 
Interchange 
or Mainline 

Shift 

Orig. Orig. Alt Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alt (1,2,3) (1,2,3) 

Mainline Shift 
Mainline shifts to the east just north of Beanblossom Creek valley then 
west just south of Sample Road north to just south of Chambers Pike to 
reduce impacts to the Hoosier Energy Operations facility, cemeteries, 

businesses, and a potential hazardous waste site 

1,2,3 

Sample Road Interchange with east/west and I-69 access; medium rural diamond 
interchange 1 & 2 

Mainline Shift Mainline shifts to the east just before Chambers Pike and returns to 
existing SR 37 to reduce impacts to forest, businesses, and substation 2 &,3 

Chambers 
Pike 

Overpass for east/west access; I-69 access via east side frontage to 
Sample Road interchange 1 

Mainline/SR 
37 Split 
Lanes 

Mainline follows existing SR 37 split lanes/wide median to reduce impacts 
to forest, stream and wetland 2 & 3 

Bryant Creek 
Road No east/west or I-69 access; east side properties to be acquired  New 

Paragon 
Road 

Interchange with east/west 
and I-69 access; medium 

rural interchange 
1 & 3 

Overpass for east/west access; 
I-69 access via west side 

frontage road to Liberty Church 
Road interchange 

2 

Liberty 
Church Road 

Overpass for east/west 
access; I-69 access via west 
side frontage road to Paragon 

Road interchange 

1 & 3 
Interchange with east/west and 

I-69 access; medium rural 
interchange 

2 

SR 39 Section 6 design north of Indian Creek 1,2,3 

Table 7 provides initial estimates of potential project features and select resource impacts for 
Alternatives 4 and 5:  

Table 7: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Potential Impacts  
Evaluation Factors Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Length (miles)     
 Interstate 21.1 21.1 
 Non-interstate                                              
 (frontage, access, local service roads) 26.2 26.1 

Estimated Construction Cost (millions)1 $258 $257  
Required Right-of-Way      
 Use of Existing INDOT right-of-way (acres) 996 996 
 Approximate right-of-way to be acquired 
(acres) 567 574 

 Total right-of-way required (acres)2 1,563 1,570 
Relocations (based on physical ROW)     
 Residences - Multi Unit 4 5 
 Residences – Single 135 132 
 Commercial 65 63 
 Churches 5 5 
Floodplains Encroachment (100 year - in 
acres) 68 69 
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Table 7: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Potential Impacts  
Evaluation Factors Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

Wetlands (acres) 11 15 
Jurisdictional Streams (linear feet)     
 Perennial 46,751 46,126 
 Intermittent 7,944 6,680 
 Ephemeral 5,275 5,272 
Access:  Road Crossings/Closures3 14 / 34 14 / 34 
Farmland Impacts     
 Row crop, pasture, orchard, grove, specialty 
 crops, agricultural operations (acres) 122   142 

Federal Threatened/Endangered Species4 1 1 
Historic Resources (Section 106)     
 Architectural (NRHP listed and Eligible sites) 0-6 0-6 
 Archaeological (NRHP listed and Eligible     
 sites)5

(To be 
determined)  

(To be 
determined)  

Section 4(f) Resources  0  0 
Hazardous Materials (Possible Sites) 2 - 6 2 - 6 
Mineral Resources (Possible Sites) 2 - 6 2 - 6 
Forest Impacts     
 Forested Areas- Total Land Cover  (acres) 317 284 
 Morgan-Monroe State Forest (acres) 111 117 
Karst Impacts     
 Springs 21 22 
 Sinkholes (acres) 93 90 
 Sinking Streams (acres) 258 261 
Wellhead Protection Areas (sites) 1 1 

1 Cost estimates (in 2010 dollars) are preliminary and do not include costs for right-of-way, utility 
relocations, or impact mitigation  
2All impacts were calculated based on the total right-of-way amount, not necessarily the amount to be 
acquired. 
3 Includes driveways accessing existing SR 37 
4 One Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) maternity colony was identified in Section 5, west of SR 37 near the 
West Fork of the White River and Bryant Creek.  Both alternatives pass through the maternity colony 
foraging area, but will not impact known roost trees.   
5 No listed sites; eligible sites to be determined for Preferred Alternative only 

Total construction costs for each alternative are not included since right-of-way costs, especially 
for impacts to commercial properties, are yet to be finalized.  Right-of-way costs can vary 
greatly depending on the selected alignment footprint.  Depending on the final alignment, right-
of-way costs for specific commercial properties could range from a few thousand dollars (based 
on minor impacts to a small portion of a parcel) to the total acquisition of a business.  Total 
construction costs, including right-of-way costs, will be included in the DEIS.  Alternative 4 and 
5 traffic and interchange spacing data are presented in Table 8. 
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Table 8: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Traffic Volumes and Interchange Spacing  
 Crossroad Traffic Volumes Interchange Spacing Cross Street Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

SR 37 (Section 4) Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
      1.1 miles 1.0 miles 

Fullerton Pike Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT  13,500 / 4,900 11,400 / 7,100 

Ramp ADT 18,100 15,200 1.0 miles 

Tapp Road Overpass Split Interchange 
w/SR45 Split Interchange w/SR45 

Cross Traffic ADT 
E/W of I-69 12,300 17,000 / 11,200 

Total Ramp ADT Not applicable 10,600 

1.8 miles 

0.78 miles 

2nd Street/SR 45 Interchange Split Interchange 
w/Tapp Interchange Split Interchange w/Tapp 

Cross Traffic ADT 
E/W of I-69 27,600 / 33,000 24,000 / 29,500 

Total Ramp ADT 31,300 22,200 
1.1 miles 1.1 miles 

SR 48/3rd. Street Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 

E/W of I-69 33,100 / 48,500 34,700 / 50,800 

Total Ramp ADT 36,100 40,900 
1.9 miles 1.9 miles 

SR 46 Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 

E/W of I-69 51,500 / 36,500 52,200 / 36,100 

Total Ramp ADT 42,300 42,900 
2.4 miles 

Kinser Pike Interchange Overpass Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 15,200 / 400 750 
Total Ramp ADT 15,700 Not applicable 

3.4 miles 

Walnut Street Overpass Interchange Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 1,700 15,000 / 4,700 

Total Ramp Not applicable 16,500 

3.4 miles 

2.4 miles 

Sample Road Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 4,900 / 2,200 3,800 / 1,400 
Total Ramp ADT 6,900 5,200 
Chambers Pike Overpass Overpass 

ADT 100 100 

6.42 miles 

Paragon Road Interchange Overpass Interchange 
Cross Traffic ADT 2,300 / 3,700 850 
Total Ramp ADT 5,800 Not applicable 

8.4  miles 

Liberty Church 
Road Overpass Interchange Interchange 

Cross Traffic ADT 900 9,500 / 2,500 
Total Ramp ADT Not applicable 11,300 

4.5 miles 

2.5  miles 

SR 39 (Section 6) Interchange Interchange Interchange Interchange 
Note: Spacing between Chambers Pike and Liberty Church Interchange is 5.5 miles. 
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Table 9 presents a comparison of key access factors for Alternatives 4 and 5.  

Table 9: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Key Access Plan Comparison  
Tapp Road 

  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description 
Overpass for east/west traffic flow; 
access to I-69 via existing roads to 

Fullerton Pike and 2nd Street/SR 45 
interchanges 

Split interchange with 2nd Street/SR 45 
with connecting frontage roads on both 

east and west sides 

Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 

Access and 
Operations Maintains east/west connectivity 

Increased development potential on 
eastern Tapp Road with more direct 
access to I-69.  The split diamond 

spreads traffic loads more evenly for 
traffic headed east into Bloomington and 

reduces travel through western 
neighborhoods. 

Right-of-way Reduced right-of-way impacts vs. split 
interchange and frontage roads   

Environmental Similar residential impacts due to 
widening of Leonard Springs Road 

Similar residential  impacts due to west 
side frontage road 

Maintenance of 
Traffic (MOT) Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  

Public Input   Preferred access at Tapp Road but not 
with the extensive CD system design 

2nd. Street/SR 45 
  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description 
Urban diamond or single-point 

interchange with east/west and I-69 
access 

Split interchange with Tapp Road with 
connecting frontage roads on both east 

and west sides 
Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 

Access and 
Operations   

The split diamond spreads the traffic 
loads more evenly for traffic headed east 

into Bloomington 

Right-of-way Reduced right-of-way impacts vs. split 
interchange and frontage roads   

Environmental Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  
MOT Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  
Public Input Public support for existing interchange  Initial responses have been positive  

 
3rd Street/SR 48 

  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; tight diamond interchange type 

Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; single-point interchange  

Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 
Access and 
Operations Reduced construction costs Better traffic flow 

Right-of-way Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  
Environmental Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  
MOT Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  
Public Input   City prefers single-point interchange 
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Table 9: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Key Access Plan Comparison 
Kinser Pike 

  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; medium diamond interchange  

Overpass for east/west access; I-69 
access via west side frontage road to 

Walnut Street interchange 
Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 
Access and 
Operations 

Accommodates TIF district; allows access 
to high school   

Right-of-way     

Environmental 
Reduce wetland impacts; floodway 

impacts are offset by Kinser Pike access 
road crossing Griffey Creek  

  

MOT Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  

Public Input Recommendation by the City of  
Bloomington to support the TIF district    

Walnut Street 
  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description 

Overpass for east/west traffic flow; I-69 
access via east side frontage road to 

Sample Road interchange or west side 
frontage road to Kinser Pike; Bridge 913 
used as part of access road to Bottom 

Road/ Kinser Pike 

Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; either a single-point or tight 

diamond interchange; Bridge 913 used as 
part of east side frontage road to Sample 

Road 

Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 

Access and 
Operations   

Unofficial “Gateway to Bloomington,” 
maintains existing interchange access; 
provides a second access to Ellettsville, 
and secondary emergency access for 

Hoosier Energy 
Right-of-way   Reduced right-of-way cost 

Environmental   Reduced karst and stream impacts and 
noise/visual impacts for MGRRHD 

MOT   Similar  impacts  

Public Input   
Popular support as "Gateway to 

Bloomington;" preferred by Hoosier 
Energy 
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Table 9: Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Key Access Plan Comparison 

Paragon Road 
  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; medium rural interchange  

Overpass for east/west access; I-69 
access via west side frontage road to 

Liberty Church Road interchange 
Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 

Access and 
Operations 

Direct access to Morgan-Monroe State 
Forest; fewer roads required for parcel 

access than with a Liberty Church Road 
interchange 

  

Right-of-way Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  

Environmental Reduced farmland, limited commercial 
and floodway impacts   

MOT Similar  impacts  Similar  impacts  

Public Input 
Little public support except by those 

potentially impacted by a Liberty Church 
Road interchange 

 

Liberty Church Road 
  Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

General Description 
Overpass for east/west access; I-69 

access via west side frontage road to 
Paragon Road interchange 

Interchange with east/west and I-69 
access; medium rural interchange type 

Screening Criteria Advantages Advantages 

Access and 
Operations   

Easy terrain; better access to farms and 
developing areas; maintains existing 
mobility patterns to west; supports 

development projected for area; eases 
Burton Lane overloads.  

Right-of-way Similar impacts  Similar  impacts  

Environmental   Reduced forest, residential, and stream 
impacts 

MOT Similar impacts  Similar  impacts  

Public Input   

Preferred over Paragon Road; 
Morgan/Martinsville strongly recommends 

due to projected development, water 
service project, and to support access for 

farms 
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Insert Figure 11 Alternatives Summary Map - Overview Sheet  
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 1 of 8  
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 2 of 8  

80 



Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 3 of 8 
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 4 of 8   
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 5 of 8   
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 6 of 8   
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 7 of 8   
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Insert Figure 11 Alternative 4 Summary Map - Sheet 8 of 8 
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 1 of 8  
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 2 of 8  
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 3 of 8 
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 4 of 8   
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 5 of 8   
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 6 of 8   
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 7 of 8   
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Insert Figure 12 Alternative 5 Summary Map - Sheet 8 of 8 
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1

Carol Hood

From: Carol Hood
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2007 2:55 PM
To: Carol Hood
Subject: FW: I-69 Agency Coord. Webcast & Conf. Call Meeting for Section 5 - Screening of 

Alternatives (July 3rd) 

From: Carol Hood [mailto:CHood@blainc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2007 12:50 PM
To: Stanifer, Christie; Eggen, Jon; Hebenstreit, Jim; Carr, John; garra.catherine@EPA.gov; laszewski.virginia@EPA.gov; 

Westlake.Kenneth@EPA.gov; Desimone, Anthony; Andrew_King@fws.gov; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; RANDOLPH, JASON; SULLIVAN, 
JAMES; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; xavier.montoya@in.usda.gov; Lawrence, Ben; Allen, Michelle; 
Hilary, Michelle; Seeman, Tom; Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil; david.poynter@navy.mil; Ude, Jim; flograsso@fs.fed.us; Al 
Ferlo; Bill Malley; Mary Jo Hamman; James Peyton; Kurt Weiss

Cc: Mike Grovak; IMCEAGWISE-blainc+2EBla+5FMailbox+2EApril@blainc.com; IMCEAGWISE-blainc+2EBla+5FMailbox+
2EJason@blainc.com; IMCEAGWISE-blainc+2EBla+5FMailbox+2EKent@blainc.com; Carl Camacho; Jim Gulick; Dominick Romano; 
Nicole Minton; David Goffinet

Subject: I-69 Agency Coord. Webcast & Conf. Call Meeting for Section 5 - Screening of Alternatives (July 3rd) 

Hello Everyone!  It is time for the fifth of six Screening of Alternatives Agency Review Meetings for Section 5.  This meeting (held via 
Internet Webcast and Conf. Call), as stated in the Packages you should have received, is scheduled for Tuesday, July 3rd at 10:00 
a.m. EDT (Indy Time)/9:00 a.m. CDT (Evansville Time).  

Like the previous Internet Webcast/Conf. Calls held, there is a limited number of space availabe on the Internet Webcast, so once 
again we are asking that each agency coordinate the use of one location (two if you have several people) for viewing the Webcast, 
this will require the Internet and an extra phone line for the Conf. Call.  Please notify me by close of business (COB) Tuesday, June 
26th if you and/or someone else will be participating in the meeting, and also who from your agency will serve as the Webcast 
coordinator.  We will then send registration and instructions on accessing the Internet Webcast, via email to the coordinator for each 
agency.  After you register for the Webcast you will receive a confirmation, and you use this confirmation to log into the Webcast on 
July 3rd.  

The meeting will start at 10am (EDT), however we are asking that your designated coordinator go ahead and log into the Internet 
Webcast at 9:45 am (EDT) so that we can make sure everyone gets setup and logged in properly.  Remember if you plan to 
participate you will need Internet services to log into the Webcast, and another phone line for the Conf. Call.  

Since this is a joint Webcast/Conf. Call Meeting, the conference line to use is 1-800-206-0240 access code 646365#  

***Please RSVP for the meeting and send notice of your agency "Internet Webcast" coordinator to   
chood@blainc.com  by COB Tuesday, June 26th .  

If you have any questions, etc. please contact me or April Robinson at 1-800-423-7411 or (812) 479-6200.   As always, Thanks so 
much, 

Carol 

Carol Hood 
I-69 Project Coordinator 
PMC/Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
chood@blainc.com 



Interagency Consultation – Ozone Conformity Process for Greene County 
 

Conference Call Agenda 
 

June 14, 2007 11am Eastern 
Conference Line: 866.206.0240, access code 646365# 

 
1. Introductions 
 
2. Review of Discussion from March 1 Interagency Consultation 

 
a. Analysis Years 
b. Modeling Method 
c. Mobile 6.2 Inputs 
d. Planning Assumptions 

 
3. Review of Greene County Analysis 
 
4. Conformity Determination for Greene County 

 
5. Supplemental Item – PM 2.5 Hotspot Discussion for I-69 Section 1 



 

1-69 Approved Corridor 
March 24, 2004 

I Section 1 N Section 4 

'---------------------------N section 2 Nsection 5 
N Section 3 N Section 6 

Joseph E. Kernan, Governor 

J. Bryan Nicol, Commissioner 

w~o 
' 

N Sections of Independent 
Utility (SIU) Breakpoint 
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Evansville PM 2.5 Non-Attainment Area 



 
I-69 Section 1 
2030 No Build – Average Daily Traffic and Truck Volumes 
 



 
I-69 Section 1 
2030 Build – Average Daily Traffic and Truck Volumes 



 
I-69 Section 2 
2030 Build – Average Daily Traffic and Truck Volumes 
 
 



Interagency Consultation – Ozone Conformity Process for Greene County 
 

Meeting Summary 
June 14, 2007  

 
Attendees: 
 
INDOT:  Dan Buck, Roy Nunnally, Steve Smith, Laurence Brown 
IDEM:  Shawn Seals, Brian Callahan 
EPA:   Pat Morris 
FHWA: Tony DeSimone 
BLA:  Dean Munn 
 
Meeting Summary: 
 
Background - Greene County was designated as a basic non-attainment area for 
the 8 hour ozone standard in April 2004. Greene County was subsequently re-
designated as a maintenance area in November 2005. An approved SIP with 
budgets for mobile source emissions of VOC and NOx is in place. The conformity 
process is being conducted because of the imminent release of I-69 Tier 2 EIS’s 
for sections 3 and 4. 
 
The contents of the draft Greene County Ozone Conformity document were 
reviewed and summarized as follows: 
 
Mobile 6.2 input assumptions – This project had identical assumptions as were 
used by IDEM for SIP development for Greene County in 2005.  
 
Analysis Years - The years 2010, 2015, 2025, and 2035 were directly modeled, 
per the EPA feedback received at the initial March 1 consultation meeting. BLA 
developed land use scenarios, other model inputs (trucking and external travel), 
network scenarios, and model runs representing each of the analysis years. 
 
The I-69 Henderson to Evansville project (new Ohio River bridge) was not 
included in the conformity modeling for Greene County because of the fiscal 
constraint requirement. The model networks were also reconciled to be 
consistent with the project list and project timing from INDOT’s Major Moves and 
updated long range plan. 
 
The analysis showed that emissions for both VOC and NOx will be below the SIP 
budgets for the years 2015, 2025 and 2035. 
 
EPA commented that they would like to see the Greene County Conformity 
document Table 7 which show the emission analysis results to also include the 
VOC and NOX budgets. EPA would also like to include some qualitative 



discussion of how the emissions are declining from 2002 through the 2015 
Attainment year. 
 
IDEM commented that they would like to see more VMT trend data from the past. 
BLA agreed to modify Figure 1 to show historical HPMS data back to the 1990’s. 
BLA, IDEM and INDOT will collaborate to obtain the historical data and will 
decide the precise beginning year. The final Greene County Conformity 
document will contain the revised Figure 1. 
 
 
Supplemental Item -  
 
Supplemental discussion was also included on the agenda regarding the need 
for PM 2.5 hotspot analysis for the I-69 Sections 1 and 2 EIS’s. After the March 1 
meeting, FHWA and EPA sought clarification from OTAQ and FHWA 
Headquarters and reported their findings back to the group on June 14. The 
conclusion was that EPA and FHWA would not require a qualitative PM 2.5 
hotspot analysis for the I-69 EIS because the project falls outside the County and 
Township Non-Attainment areas. Also, the project has already been analyzed for 
the Evansville MPO PM2.5 Conformity and has successfully met the conformity 
test there. The Interagency Consultation Group agreed that the project should 
then be designated as “not of air quality concern” for PM 2.5 hotspot analysis. 
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Carol Hood

From: Jason Dupont
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2007 8:16 AM
To: Carol Hood
Subject: FW: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

FYI for Agency Correspondence List.

-----Original Message-----
From: Morris, George [mailto:gmorris@dnr.IN.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 11:01 AM
To: Jason Dupont
Subject: RE: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

You sent me apr file that had a corridor on it. Don't know if it is the one you are 
talking about, but there are no new permit within it or within 5 miles of it.

George Morris 

-----Original Message-----
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 11:59 AM
To: Morris, George
Subject: RE: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

George,

Thanks for the confirmation.  Did our original info include all permits within 5 miles?

Thanks,
Jason

-----Original Message-----
From: Morris, George [mailto:gmorris@dnr.IN.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 10:27 AM
To: Jason Dupont
Subject: RE: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

There has been no new permit submittals within the I-69 corridor. The data you have is 
still current.

George Morris 

-----Original Message-----
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 10:36 AM
To: Morris, George
Cc: Carol Hood
Subject: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

George,

 

Per our phone conversation, can you please confirm that there have been no new permits 
filed within 5 miles of the I-69 corridor since our original request was made, and data 
provided by the Division of Reclamation on 9-8-04 per the attached file.  The original 
request did not explicitly include areas outside of the corridor, but we would like to be 
aware of anything within 5 miles.
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Thanks for your assistance.

 

Jason

 

Jason DuPont, P.E.

Chief of Environmental Services

Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates

6200 Vogel Road

Evansville, IN  47715

Ph. 812-479-6200

Ph. 800-423-7411

Fax 812-479-6262

jdupont@blainc.com

 

 

________________________________

From: George Morris <gmorris@reclamation.dnr.state.in.us>
[mailto:gmorris@reclamation.dnr.state.in.us]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 1:04 PM
To: Jason Dupont; David Pluckebaum; Ellis Marvin
Subject: I-69.zip

 

Enclosed is a list of active and pending permits that fall within the area you sent as the
preferred route for I-69 If you have any questions or have trouble with the files you can 
call me at 812-665-2207. 

 



Carol Hood 

From: Jason Dupont

Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2007 9:36 AM

To: 'gmorris@dnr.in.gov'

Cc: Carol Hood

Subject: I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis

Page 1 of 1

7/5/2007

George, 
  
Per our phone conversation, can you please confirm that there have been no new permits filed within 5 miles of the I-69 
corridor since our original request was made, and data provided by the Division of Reclamation on 9-8-04 per the 
attached file.  The original request did not explicitly include areas outside of the corridor, but we would like to be aware of 
anything within 5 miles. 
  
Thanks for your assistance. 
  
Jason 
  
Jason DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812-479-6200 
Ph. 800-423-7411 
Fax 812-479-6262 
jdupont@blainc.com 
  
  

From: George Morris <gmorris@reclamation.dnr.state.in.us> [mailto:gmorris@reclamation.dnr.state.in.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 1:04 PM 
To: Jason Dupont; David Pluckebaum; Ellis Marvin 
Subject: I-69.zip 
  

Enclosed is a list of active and pending permits that fall within the  
area you sent as the preferred route for I69 If you have any questions  
or have trouble with the files you can call me at 8126652207.  
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United States Department of the Interior 

18-00158(MWR-P/G) 
18-00190A 

National Park Service 

Midwest Region 
60 I Riverfront Drive 

Omaha Nebraska 68102-4226 

Mr. Kent Ahrenholtz, P. E. 
Project Manager 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 

JUN 2·5 2007 

Evansville, Indiana 47715 

Dear Mr. Ahrenholtz: 

The National Park Service has reviewed the proposal for the preliminary alternatives analysis 
and screening for Section 5 of the 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies. We 
understand the proposed project involves having environmental services provided by your 
company for the proposed project. 

The proposed study area includes two public parks and recreation areas that were developed 
with assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) program. They are: 
18-00158 (Crestmont Park) and 18-00190A (Master Bloomington Park Improvements-A
Cascades Community Park). 

We recommend you consult directly with the official who administers the L& WCF program in 
the State of Indiana, to determine any potential conflicts with Section 6(t)(3) of the L&WCF 
Act (Public Law 88-578, as amended). This section states: "No property acquired or 
developed with assistance under this section shall , without the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall 
approve such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing 
comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he deems 
necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market 
value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location." 

The administrator for the L&WCF program in Indiana is Mr. John R. Davis, Deputy Director, 
Land Management Team, Department of Natural Resources, 402 West Washington Street, 
W256, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204. 

Sincerely, 

ftt~~~ 
Grants Management Assistant 

TAKEPRID~~ 
IN~MERICA~· 

RECEIVED 

JUN 2 8 ZOO? 

BLA- EVANSVILLE . 



cc: 
Mr. Robert J. Bronson, Chief, State and Community Outdoor Recreation Planning 

Section, Division of Outdoor Recreation, Department of Natural Resources , 402 West 
Washington Street, W271, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
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 Meeting Minutes    
 

USEPA I-69 Karst Review 
Tuesday & Wednesday, June 26-27, 2007     

I-69 Section 5 Project Office, Bloomington, IN   
 

Attendees: Bruce Hudson (DLZ) 
Virginia Laszewski (USEPA) Noel Krothe (Hydrogeology Inc.) 
Joe Wilson (Gannett Fleming – USEPA Contractor) Jason Krothe (Hydrogeology Inc.) 
Tony DeSimone (FHWA) Vince Epps (Shrewsberry & Associates) 
Tom Seeman (INDOT) Jason Dupont  (BLA) 
Robert Buskirk (INDOT) Kia Gillette (BLA) 
Jim Peyton (Michael Baker, Inc.)  

 
 
Jason Dupont opened the meeting.  Participants introduced themselves.  EPA stated that all 
coordination with their karst contractor should go through EPA.  INDOT and FHWA will be cc’d on 
correspondence.  An additional copy of relevant reports should be provided to EPA for the karst 
contractor.  CD versions are ok, but a hard copy is preferred. 
 
I-69 Karst Survey Methodology   
 
Jason Dupont presented the general methodology used for the karst surveys for the I-69 project.  
 
Q: Was the field mapping done by walking transects or based on historical knowledge of the 
area? 
 
A: For Section 4, transects were walked at approximately 50 feet apart.  Section 4 also had a 
good relationship with property owners who often gave information on possible karst features.  
For Section 5, due to the developed nature of the area, areas were investigated based on aerials 
and historic knowledge.  Undeveloped areas were walked.  Both Sections also gathered 
information from local cave experts and the Indiana Geological Survey (IGS). 
 
Q: Did IGS do a cave survey in the last few years? 
 
A: Yes, it was done as part of the I-69 Tier 2 Indiana bat hibernacula studies.  They looked at 
known caves as well as possible features that could be hibernacula.  They had good 
communication with the caving community in the area.  They field verified records and other 
locations they had heard about.  Cave locations were identified within 5 miles of the I-69 corridor.   
 
Q: Were 2 foot contours used for both Section 4 and 5? 
 
A; Yes, for the area within the corridor.  USGS contours were used outside the corridor.  For the 
portion of Section 5 in Bloomington, 2 foot contours from the city were used.  The best available 
data was utilized in all cases. 
 
Q: Did Section 4 use the 10-meter USGS contours to delineate drainage features? 
 
A: Both data sources were used because so many areas extended outside the corridor.  These 
were compared to the 2 ft data and they appeared to match up well. 
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Q: Was the dye tracing done related to the alternatives or just in the general vicinity of the 
corridor? 
 
A: Dye tracing was done to determine general drainage patterns for the corridor.  It was more 
focused in Section 5 because of existing SR 37.  
 
Q: Where does the Section 7 Consultation stand at this time? 
 
A: New information from Tier 2 mist netting and hibernacula studies was incorporated into a new 
report, the Tier 1 Biological Assessment (BA) Addendum.  USFWS responded with a revised 
Biological Opinion (BO).  A representative alignment with the current highest forest impacts for 
each Tier 2 Section was used for the analysis in the BA Addendum.  The Tier 2 BAs will include 
the Preferred Alternative for each Section.  The Tier 2 BO will be a part of each FEIS.     
 
C: The I-69 study team would like to have comments on the karst reports within 45 days or 
sooner if possible. 
 
Section 5    
 
Jim Peyton presented Section 5 karst information including a project area description, study 
methodology, and study results. 
 
Q:    Did the Section 5 study still include the 2000 ft corridor. 
 
A: Yes.   Additional karst was identified as part of Tier 2 surveys.  Tier 1 used more general 
maps of the entire karst area.  Karst types in this area, such as the Bloomington Karst and the 
Bloomington North Karst are separated by the types of geology.  
 
Q: Did land use data come from local communities and counties? 
 
A: Yes and our review of the corridor.  We have expert land use panels that give input about the 
project and growth patterns, with or without the road.  Development in the Bloomington area is 
increasing.   
 
C: The caves that were looked at for the biological surveys were based on connectivity to the 
corridor.  This was based on dye tracings or physical location (under the road).  Sampling was 
also limited to physical characteristics.  For instance, can you get into the cave to sample.  Some 
spring entrances were also sampled.   
 
Q: Are there potentially other caves that have not been found that could show up after 
construction in Section 4? 
 
A: Yes, that is a possibility.  The MOU goes all the way through construction.  For caves without 
mapped passages, entrances were buffered by 250 feet and avoided if possible. 
 
Q: Was Quantm used to find the best alternative from a topographic standpoint?  Then were 
resources looked at? 
 
A: Quantm was used to find alternatives that could be constructed in the terrain and avoid key 
resources without making costs go up considerably for Section 4.  We are now making some 
engineering adjustments based on alignments from Quantm.  Section 5 did not use Quantm 
because it will utilize existing SR 37.  
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Q: Caves are being defined as holes large enough for people to enter.  What are the smaller 
holes called? 
 
A: Karst conduits. 
 
Q: Is it possible that Indiana bats could get into these conduits? 
 
A: We looked at other openings for Indiana bats.  Not just physical entry for humans.  Harp 
trapping was done at entrances in consultation with USFWS.  Indiana bats often hibernate in 
caves large enough for people to enter. 
 
Q: You had flow data for the Illinois Central Spring, but were the others estimated? 
 
A: Yes, they were estimated.  Often times they were visited multiple times. 
 
Q: Is flow the base flow or mean flow? 
 
A: It was the approximate base flow for Section 5.  For Section 4, it was estimated upon first 
identification in the field. 
 
Q: Did you throw any out of the pool of dye receivers based on flow? 
 
A: No, they were only eliminated if they were not actually a spring in Section 5.  If it was only 
present during short periods of the year it was considered an overflow and eliminated.  All 
features were mapped and described, but maybe only 5 were eliminated as dye receivers.  For 
Section 4, it was not removed from the spring list.  
 
Q: What does relevant karst mean? 
 
A: Karst that was within or connected to the corridor. 
 
Q: Were dye trace studies done under different flow conditions? 
 
A: Most were done when opportunity arose.   
 
Q: At one insurgence point, were many tests conducted or just one? 
 
A: One test was conducted, but Section 5 had historical data as well.  Results were comparable.  
The conditions of springs have changed in some cases.  Some are no longer connected because 
of land use changes. 
 
Q: Is there any concern that under different flows there would be different output sources? 
 
A: Treatment will be done prior to the water entering, so wherever it goes it will be treated.  
Ideally, you would do low and high flows, but this is difficult and expensive to do for such a large 
area.  Existing SR 37 is essentially at the ridgeline and at the upper limits of surface and 
groundwater flow. 
 
Q: The MOU is designed to protect karst features.  Have there been any geotechnical studies 
regarding protecting the public? 
 
A: Yes, studies will be conducted during the design phases to determine if features should be 
capped or if water should be treated.   
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Q: If you don’t do heavy duty studies now and you have to shift the alignment, you may impact 
wetlands or other resources? 
 
A: Yes, it is a risk.  But we are trying to identify as much as we can now.  However, if things are 
found, a supplemental EIS may be needed.  The MOU was designed to address this concern. 
 
Q: Because Section 5 is an existing roadway, will geotechnical studies still be conducted? 
 
A: Yes, because of the widening and added interchanges. 
 
Q: Would it be advantageous to do them now? 
 
A: It is based on design and is very expensive.  These studies are valuable for structural 
concerns but not necessarily to identify smaller features.  Large features are more of a concern 
and we avoided them as much as possible. 
 
Q: Did all springs have receptors? 
 
A: Just about all.  Or there may have been one station where two features came together. 
 
Q: Were packets left out for each dye trace test? 
 
A: Yes, if there was a possible connection.  All were checked.  Background samples were taken 
at some locations.  Towards the end, some were not checked because after many investigations 
nothing showed up. 
 
Q: Do the karst reports or the EISs address which are used for drinking water? 
 
A: None are used as a public drinking water source.  None are known to be currently used by 
individuals. 
 
Q: Will springs be named and located in the EIS? 
 
A: Locations will be confidential, but there will be a general discussion in the EIS. 
 
Q: Are there private wells identified in the study area? 
 
A: Yes, they were identified using the IDNR database and also noted if observed in the field.  
They are probably more of an issue in Section 4.  They will be discussed in the EIS.  In addition, 
the MOU says that after design, a flow pattern map is made and given to emergency response 
teams in the area so they know where to focus efforts in the event of a spill.  Section 4 is looking 
into possible access just for emergency responders. 
 
Q: What is the confidence level in this map? 
 
A: We don’t know, but it will be the best available information.  We want to try and stop if from 
going into the karst and are fairly certain as to where it won’t go.  For the previous SR 37 project, 
monitoring was done for 3-4 years after construction.  Once vegetative cover was established, 
heavy metals didn’t even reach the peat/sand filters. 
 
Q: Wouldn’t you design the roadway with spill capture along the entire route? 
 
A: Yes, but it is a balancing act.  You still want to provide a water source for some features. 
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Q: For the SR 46 interchange, where is the water flow? 
 
A: All flows in that area are to the north.  Drainage patterns should be maintained.  A separate 
project for Bennett’s Dump is underway.  We don’t want to put more water into that area. 
 
Q: This should be discussed in the EIS.  You may want to pay special attention to it for surface 
water drainage and summarize in the EIS. 
 
A: It is highlighted in these studies as an area of special concern.  It is a hazardous materials 
site and how drainage will or will not impact the site will be discussed. 
 
Q: For the Lemon Lane site, are flow patterns similar to the topo? 
 
A: Most are similar, but some are not.  The goal is to not add more water.  Reducing would be 
okay. 
 
C: For Cave, there are two possible recharge areas delilneated.  The maximum is based on 
topography and features.  The minimum is from dye tracing. 
 
Q: Is Bloomington eligible for the Community Planning Grant? 
 
A: Applications are probably going out this fall.  Bloomington will likely apply.  They do have their 
own land use plans and karst rules.  It is uncertain as to how effective they are. 
 
Q: Will we know what they plan as part of the grant in the EIS? 
 
A: No. 
 
C: The highway will reduce access from 3 points to 1 point in the southern part of Bloomington.  
There will be induced development as part of I-69; however, in this area there is development 
already planned. 
 
Q: Should it be included in the EIS that Bloomington has a plan and it may not be helpful? 
 
A: We will include it in the EIS, but won’t critique it.  We can say that they have identified 
sensitive areas, but it does not preclude development in karst areas. 
 
Q:  Did you visually see dye at any of the traces? 
 
A: A couple of times.  All the rest were based on samples.   
 
Q: In between the point of introduction and outflow, what about caves that you couldn’t get into? 
 
A: Springs associated with them were monitored. 
 
Section 4 
 
Jason Krothe presented Section 4 karst information including a project area description, study 
methodology, and study results. 
 
Q: How do you figure out drainage areas for long runs when it crosses multiple watersheds? 
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A: There are discrete separate basins within the area.  The report includes recommendations for 
further studies.  This area is different from Section 5 because no previous dye traces have been 
done. 
 
Q: Do you have a pretty good idea of how much water comes out at the cave from the input? 
A: You could do that, but we did not.  However, it was estimated based on the samples.  For the 
previous SR 37 studies, we allotted for the first ½ inch of rainfall because this is what carries the 
most pollutants.   
 
Q: How did you get surface input locations? 
 
A: They were GPS’d with submeter accuracy.  Drainage areas were adjusted by DEMs. 
 
Q: What do “Low,” “Medium,” and “High” refer to? 
 
A: This has to do with possible infiltration of water into the hole. 
 
Q: Did you find any state listed species in Cave? 
 
A: Yes, 11 of the 14 species found are listed by IDNR. 
 
Section 4 Field Review 
 
The following locations were visited in the field:    Cave,  
Spring 1195, an input site into Cave, Area, and Spring 
 
Q: Are most sinkholes in forested areas? 
 
A: Not necessarily, sometimes they are a patch of forest in the middle of an open field. 
 
Q: Are most wetlands derived from springs” 
 
A: Some are near Koleen.  There are some large wetlands from feeder valleys. 
 
Q: Was a functional assessment done on the wetlands? 
 
A: INWRAP was used to assess wetland quality.  There are some sinkhole wetlands that are 
recharge areas.   has a complex of spring fed floodplain wetlands.   
 
Q: Has your functional assessment of wetlands been done in relation to groundwater? 
 
A: We don’t believe it was that detailed. 
 
Q: Will supplemental dye trace studies be done now or in design? 
 
A: At this point they have not been started.  Once we have an EIS we may start planning to do 
further studies.  This will likely be part of design. 
 
Q: How frequently did you collect dye packets? 
 
A: Every week or so, or they were collected using an automated sampler.  An individual bottle 
was used for each sample. 
 
Q: Have you followed up on the cave mentioned by the police office on our last bus tour? 
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A: We have looked into a number of reports from local people, but have not found an “ice cave” 
anywhere. 
 
C:  The injection point for is about 1 mile away and it took about 5 days to reach it.   
The spring has been used for drinking water in the past.  The larger part of the recharge area is to 
the south of the corridor.  The spring can flood over the road.  We have not been able to identify 
where the flow is, likely below the water level.  Dye trace samples were placed at the culvert.   
 
C:  Cave was identified as an Indiana bat hibernaculum.  This cave is not considered a 
high priority hibernaculum by USFWS. 
 
C: Spring 1195 did not have a flow rate similar to  or Cave. 
 
Q: Have you noticed more logging in the area because of I-69? 
 
A: We have heard of a few accounts of this happening in areas not within the corridor.  But we 
haven’t seem any. 
 
Q: When you collected samples, did you have a chain of custody and put them in a cooler to 
take to the lab? 
 
A: The Section 4 karst consultant has a lab.  We wore gloves and had a blank and a duplicate.  
An appendix in the karst report has the procedures used.  Two rounds of background samples 
were taken.  No dye was found in those samples.   
 
C: No dye tracing was done at the sinkhole viewed near  because there was no 
good opening.   
 
Q: For existing SR 37, were any dyes put into swales in the median than appear to be losing 
water? 
 
A: Yes, Section 5 will discuss this in more detail. 
 
C: Watercress was present in Spring   The spring is surrounded by a concrete structure.  It 
took about ½ day for the dye to travel from the injection point.   
 
Section 5 Field Review 
 
SR 37 was driven during the Section 5 field review.  Various points of interest such as the new 
hospital complex near Cave, Lemon Lane Landfill, the SR 46 interchange, Bennett’s Dump, 
and karst features within the existing SR 37 median were discussed. 
 
Q: Is stormwater regulated at a local level? 
 
A: There are state requirements, but some places are so old that they stay how they are.  
Bloomington has been dealing with sinkholes and springs for a while. 
 
C:  The  Cave passage goes under SR 37 but people have not been able to get into it.  The 
interchange at Fullerton has been pulled to the east and has a folded loop so the interchange is 
out of the southwest corner to minimize impacts to the  Cave recharge area.  The hospital 
drainage goes into  Cave which then goes into  Cave.  There are several 
openings to Cave.  Some of the recharge area (both minimum and maximum) goes across 
SR 37.  The interchange and road were shifted to the east to avoid springs, relocations, a 
cemetery, and the recharge area. 
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Q: Why give them an interchange at all? 
 
A: This is really the only place for it.  The Wapehani Mountain Bike Path is to the east.  It is a 
logical interchange.  Without it there would be significant impact to the hospital and traffic routes.  
 
Q:  Will you have traffic numbers to show that you need an interchange? 
 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: What will the highway drainage be like in this area? 
 
A: That solution has not been determined yet.  Vegetative filters or peat/sand filters may be 
used.  The natural topography in the area leads to Cave. 
 
Q: Does the city provide sewer and water to the hospital? 
 
A: Yes, but there may be septic systems from old houses and old sewers that could leak into 

Cave.  Portions of the cave have a distinct odor. 
 
C: Tapp Road will go over the highway because we can’t lower SR 37 any more.  We don’t want 
to do any cutting because of potential karst features.  Fill will be used to correct deficiencies.   
 
C:  Spring is under SR 37 and capped.  It drains into Wapehani Lake.  A lot of surface 
flow drains into this lake.   
 
Q: Is the lake impaired? 
 
A: There are signs saying don’t eat the fish. 
 
Q: Did you name them Bloomington Karst and Bloomington Karst North or did IGS name them? 
 
A: We named them.  Our identification of finer differences in the karst was based on our 
observations.  It is explained in the karst report.  We did not find many karst features near the 3rd 
St. interchange.  
 
C: The Lemon Lane landfill was a sinkhole that was used as a municipal dump for transformers.  

It is now contaminated with PCBs.  All water from the Illinois Central spring is treated unless 
overflow conditions occur.  Many dye traces have been done in this area.  There are also 
other sinkholes surrounding the landfill. 

 
Q: Did you use a different dye to do your tracing? 
 
A: Yes, we also did background tests to determine baseline conditions in order to separate our 

results from someone else’s.  We were also in constant contact with the operators of the 
landfill.  All springs were monitored in the area, not just the Illinois Central. 

 
Q: Is there a concern that the new highway will add too much drainage to the landfill during 

overflow events? 
 
A: Yes, that is a concern.  The widening will be slightly to the west in this area.  We may have 

water control measures for the road so there won’t be a surge. 
 
Q: Could PCBs from the landfill be showing up at other springs besides Illinois Central? 
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A: They’ve been monitoring springs all around the area and also have monitoring wells.  They 
are pretty confident that Illinois Central is the only discharge point. 

 
C: Bennett’s Dump is also contaminated with PCBs.  They are not treating the water there.  

There is a concern about drainage through the area. 
 
C: There is a spring in Stouts Creek that is only visible during low flow conditions.  Stouts Creek 

is very scoured and there is little sediment.  It flows over bedrock in some places.   
 
C: The Bloomington North Karst is flashier than the Bloomington Karst.  It has shallower flows 

and lower residence times.   
 
C: In the Karst area, one interchange is planned at Sample Road. 
 
Q: Will there be a provision saying that no more access will be allowed on frontage roads than 

what currently exists? 
 
A: No, they will belong to the city.  The terrain will limit that to some degree.  There is often a 

significantly higher cost to buy people out.  Hoosier Energy will have to have access for their 
trucks. 

 
Q: Did you find any caves in the  karst?   
 
A: No. 
 
C: There is a large sinkhole behind that goes across the highway.  It is a sinkhole 

wetland.  The community attempted to line it to make a lake, but this did not work.  We did 
not dye trace this sinkhole because it has been done many times before.  It all drains to a 
spring to the east. 

 
Q: Will wildlife crossings be included in Section 5? 
 
A: We haven’t completed the analysis yet.  Bryant Creek is a possible location.   
 
Q: Has the Corps blessed your wetland determination? 
 
A: We have field reviewed wetlands with the Corps but they haven’t provided anything formally. 
 
Q: How large will the medians be and will they be large enough for transit? 
 
A: They will be 60 foot through Bloomington and 84 foot in rural areas.  Sixty-foot would not be 

large enough for transit.  However, the road will be designed using different criteria than rail. 
 
C: There is a sinkhole in the SR 37 median that drains to spring.   
 
Q: Does the BP gas station have existing groundwater problems? 
 
A: It was not mapped as a LUST. 
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AGENDA  
 

USEPA I-69 Karst Review  
Tuesday & Wednesday, June 26-27, 2007  

I-69 Section 5 Project Office  Bloomington, IN    
  
 
Tuesday, June 26, 2007 (9:00 AM to 5:00 PM EDT)   
 

9:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.  –  Section 5 Review       
              Project Area Description   
              Study Methodology  
         Study Results   
                         Superfund Sites, Biota   

         Draft Report  
  

10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.  –  Section 4 Review       
                    Project Area Description   
                         Study Methodology  
                    Study Results   
                         Biota   

        Draft Report  
 

12:00 p.m.  to 1:00 p.m.   –  Lunch    
 

1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.   –  Section 4 Field Review  
 
 
Wednesday, June 27, 2007 (8:00 AM to 2:00 PM EDT)     
 

8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.   –  Section 4 Field Review  
 
10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.  –  Section 5 Field Review  

 
  
 



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

USEPA Karst Review Meeting

June 26-27, 2007



I-69 Tier 2 Karst Team

• Bernardin-Lochmueller and Associates 
(BLA), PMC

• DLZ Corporation, EEAC Section 4
• Hydrogeology Inc. (karst subconsultant)

• Michael Baker Jr., Inc., EEAC Section 5
• Ozark Underground Laboratory (karst 

subconsultant)



Tier 2 Karst Geology 
Evaluations

• Data Acquisition for Karst Mapping
• Field Mapping of Karst Features
• Dye-Tracing Program
• Pollutant Loading Estimates
• Recommendations

Comply with the Karst MOU (October 13, 1993)



Purpose of Karst Studies

• Inventory and map karst features within and as 
appropriate, outside the approximate 2,000 foot 
corridor

• Identify subsurface drainage patterns and 
connectivity between selected karst features 
within and as appropriate outside the corridor, 
and

• Provide information to identify bat hibernacula in 
a broad area surrounding the corridor



Data Acquisition for 
Karst Mapping

• Acquired data includes detailed topographic information, imagery, 
and existing work maps that can be used to identify and map karst 
features and guide subsequent field investigations

• Existing maps 
• Topographic contour maps with a 2 feet contour interval within the 

corridor and best available data outside of the corridor.
• Historical aerial photography to show variation of surface features over 

time,  and variation in past landuse.
• Existing and published maps showing caves, cave openings, and other 

karst features in a broad area will be assembled, digitized and 
georeferenced.

IDENTIFICATION AND DELINEATION OF INDIVIDUAL SINKHOLES, 
SINKING STREAM BASINS AND OTHER KARST FEATURES



Field Mapping of Karst 
Features

• Field surveys conducted to locate and describe 
karst features (cave openings, sinkholes, 
swallowholes, springs, etc.)

• Field surveys provide a systematic coverage of 
the corridor and beyond where appropriate

• Locations of karst features recorded using GPS 
technology.

• Karst features described based on field 
observations and  photographed as appropriate.



Dye-Trace Program

• Data from Research and Field Mapping 
analyzed to identify relevant insurgence 
features (caves, sinkholes, swallowholes) 
within and outside the corridor and their 
potential resurgence (springs and seeps).

• This information was used to plan dye 
tracing by identifying relevant input and 
detection points.



Karst Feature 
Evaluation

• Data collected was evaluated to determine 
hydrologic association of karst features

• Evaluation of the significance and 
sensitivity of karst features/systems to 
roadway construction

• Estimation of potential pollutant loading 
from roadway construction and 
operation/maintenance



Data Acquisition for Bat 
Hibernacula

• Cave Inventory Project by Indiana Geological Survey
• Some caves are suitable for bats while others have a 

lower probability as hibernacula.  There are 329 known 
caves in the Indiana Bat Action Areas for this project.

• Use field verified parameters and existing databases for 
screening caves for field evaluations (Winter Hibernacula 
Surveys, Fall/Spring Harp Trapping).



I-69 Karst Area 
Overview

• Southeastern Greene County through 
Northern Monroe County

• Tier 2 Sections 4 and 5
• Variation of types of karst features 

throughout the karst areas
• Variable considerations for new alignment 

vs. existing SR 37 corridor



1-69 Section 5 Project Office 
One City Centre, Suite 106/108 
120 W. ih Street 
Bloomington, IN 47404 U.S.A. 
(812) 355-1390 

Meeting Attendance 

Meeting Location Section 5 Project Office Project 1-69 Second Tier 
EIS 

Meeting Date/Time June 26, 2007 File 103300 
9:00a.m. 

Subject Karst Review Meeting 

Name Representing Address 
Phone and 

E-Mail Address 
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 Meeting Minutes    
 

USEPA I-69 Karst Review 
Tuesday & Wednesday, June 26-27, 2007     

I-69 Section 5 Project Office, Bloomington, IN   
 

Attendees: Bruce Hudson (DLZ) 
Virginia Laszewski (USEPA) Noel Krothe (Hydrogeology Inc.) 
Joe Wilson (Gannett Fleming – USEPA Contractor) Jason Krothe (Hydrogeology Inc.) 
Tony DeSimone (FHWA) Vince Epps (Shrewsberry & Associates) 
Tom Seeman (INDOT) Jason Dupont  (BLA) 
Robert Buskirk (INDOT) Kia Gillette (BLA) 
Jim Peyton (Michael Baker, Inc.)  

 
 
Jason Dupont opened the meeting.  Participants introduced themselves.  EPA stated that all 
coordination with their karst contractor should go through EPA.  INDOT and FHWA will be cc’d on 
correspondence.  An additional copy of relevant reports should be provided to EPA for the karst 
contractor.  CD versions are ok, but a hard copy is preferred. 
 
I-69 Karst Survey Methodology   
 
Jason Dupont presented the general methodology used for the karst surveys for the I-69 project.  
 
Q: Was the field mapping done by walking transects or based on historical knowledge of the 
area? 
 
A: For Section 4, transects were walked at approximately 50 feet apart.  Section 4 also had a 
good relationship with property owners who often gave information on possible karst features.  
For Section 5, due to the developed nature of the area, areas were investigated based on aerials 
and historic knowledge.  Undeveloped areas were walked.  Both Sections also gathered 
information from local cave experts and the Indiana Geological Survey (IGS). 
 
Q: Did IGS do a cave survey in the last few years? 
 
A: Yes, it was done as part of the I-69 Tier 2 Indiana bat hibernacula studies.  They looked at 
known caves as well as possible features that could be hibernacula.  They had good 
communication with the caving community in the area.  They field verified records and other 
locations they had heard about.  Cave locations were identified within 5 miles of the I-69 corridor.   
 
Q: Were 2 foot contours used for both Section 4 and 5? 
 
A; Yes, for the area within the corridor.  USGS contours were used outside the corridor.  For the 
portion of Section 5 in Bloomington, 2 foot contours from the city were used.  The best available 
data was utilized in all cases. 
 
Q: Did Section 4 use the 10-meter USGS contours to delineate drainage features? 
 
A: Both data sources were used because so many areas extended outside the corridor.  These 
were compared to the 2 ft data and they appeared to match up well. 
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Q: Was the dye tracing done related to the alternatives or just in the general vicinity of the 
corridor? 
 
A: Dye tracing was done to determine general drainage patterns for the corridor.  It was more 
focused in Section 5 because of existing SR 37.  
 
Q: Where does the Section 7 Consultation stand at this time? 
 
A: New information from Tier 2 mist netting and hibernacula studies was incorporated into a new 
report, the Tier 1 Biological Assessment (BA) Addendum.  USFWS responded with a revised 
Biological Opinion (BO).  A representative alignment with the current highest forest impacts for 
each Tier 2 Section was used for the analysis in the BA Addendum.  The Tier 2 BAs will include 
the Preferred Alternative for each Section.  The Tier 2 BO will be a part of each FEIS.     
 
C: The I-69 study team would like to have comments on the karst reports within 45 days or 
sooner if possible. 
 
Section 5    
 
Jim Peyton presented Section 5 karst information including a project area description, study 
methodology, and study results. 
 
Q:    Did the Section 5 study still include the 2000 ft corridor. 
 
A: Yes.   Additional karst was identified as part of Tier 2 surveys.  Tier 1 used more general 
maps of the entire karst area.  Karst types in this area, such as the Bloomington Karst and the 
Bloomington North Karst are separated by the types of geology.  
 
Q: Did land use data come from local communities and counties? 
 
A: Yes and our review of the corridor.  We have expert land use panels that give input about the 
project and growth patterns, with or without the road.  Development in the Bloomington area is 
increasing.   
 
C: The caves that were looked at for the biological surveys were based on connectivity to the 
corridor.  This was based on dye tracings or physical location (under the road).  Sampling was 
also limited to physical characteristics.  For instance, can you get into the cave to sample.  Some 
spring entrances were also sampled.   
 
Q: Are there potentially other caves that have not been found that could show up after 
construction in Section 4? 
 
A: Yes, that is a possibility.  The MOU goes all the way through construction.  For caves without 
mapped passages, entrances were buffered by 250 feet and avoided if possible. 
 
Q: Was Quantm used to find the best alternative from a topographic standpoint?  Then were 
resources looked at? 
 
A: Quantm was used to find alternatives that could be constructed in the terrain and avoid key 
resources without making costs go up considerably for Section 4.  We are now making some 
engineering adjustments based on alignments from Quantm.  Section 5 did not use Quantm 
because it will utilize existing SR 37.  
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Q: Caves are being defined as holes large enough for people to enter.  What are the smaller 
holes called? 
 
A: Karst conduits. 
 
Q: Is it possible that Indiana bats could get into these conduits? 
 
A: We looked at other openings for Indiana bats.  Not just physical entry for humans.  Harp 
trapping was done at entrances in consultation with USFWS.  Indiana bats often hibernate in 
caves large enough for people to enter. 
 
Q: You had flow data for the Illinois Central Spring, but were the others estimated? 
 
A: Yes, they were estimated.  Often times they were visited multiple times. 
 
Q: Is flow the base flow or mean flow? 
 
A: It was the approximate base flow for Section 5.  For Section 4, it was estimated upon first 
identification in the field. 
 
Q: Did you throw any out of the pool of dye receivers based on flow? 
 
A: No, they were only eliminated if they were not actually a spring in Section 5.  If it was only 
present during short periods of the year it was considered an overflow and eliminated.  All 
features were mapped and described, but maybe only 5 were eliminated as dye receivers.  For 
Section 4, it was not removed from the spring list.  
 
Q: What does relevant karst mean? 
 
A: Karst that was within or connected to the corridor. 
 
Q: Were dye trace studies done under different flow conditions? 
 
A: Most were done when opportunity arose.   
 
Q: At one insurgence point, were many tests conducted or just one? 
 
A: One test was conducted, but Section 5 had historical data as well.  Results were comparable.  
The conditions of springs have changed in some cases.  Some are no longer connected because 
of land use changes. 
 
Q: Is there any concern that under different flows there would be different output sources? 
 
A: Treatment will be done prior to the water entering, so wherever it goes it will be treated.  
Ideally, you would do low and high flows, but this is difficult and expensive to do for such a large 
area.  Existing SR 37 is essentially at the ridgeline and at the upper limits of surface and 
groundwater flow. 
 
Q: The MOU is designed to protect karst features.  Have there been any geotechnical studies 
regarding protecting the public? 
 
A: Yes, studies will be conducted during the design phases to determine if features should be 
capped or if water should be treated.   
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Q: If you don’t do heavy duty studies now and you have to shift the alignment, you may impact 
wetlands or other resources? 
 
A: Yes, it is a risk.  But we are trying to identify as much as we can now.  However, if things are 
found, a supplemental EIS may be needed.  The MOU was designed to address this concern. 
 
Q: Because Section 5 is an existing roadway, will geotechnical studies still be conducted? 
 
A: Yes, because of the widening and added interchanges. 
 
Q: Would it be advantageous to do them now? 
 
A: It is based on design and is very expensive.  These studies are valuable for structural 
concerns but not necessarily to identify smaller features.  Large features are more of a concern 
and we avoided them as much as possible. 
 
Q: Did all springs have receptors? 
 
A: Just about all.  Or there may have been one station where two features came together. 
 
Q: Were packets left out for each dye trace test? 
 
A: Yes, if there was a possible connection.  All were checked.  Background samples were taken 
at some locations.  Towards the end, some were not checked because after many investigations 
nothing showed up. 
 
Q: Do the karst reports or the EISs address which are used for drinking water? 
 
A: None are used as a public drinking water source.  None are known to be currently used by 
individuals. 
 
Q: Will springs be named and located in the EIS? 
 
A: Locations will be confidential, but there will be a general discussion in the EIS. 
 
Q: Are there private wells identified in the study area? 
 
A: Yes, they were identified using the IDNR database and also noted if observed in the field.  
They are probably more of an issue in Section 4.  They will be discussed in the EIS.  In addition, 
the MOU says that after design, a flow pattern map is made and given to emergency response 
teams in the area so they know where to focus efforts in the event of a spill.  Section 4 is looking 
into possible access just for emergency responders. 
 
Q: What is the confidence level in this map? 
 
A: We don’t know, but it will be the best available information.  We want to try and stop if from 
going into the karst and are fairly certain as to where it won’t go.  For the previous SR 37 project, 
monitoring was done for 3-4 years after construction.  Once vegetative cover was established, 
heavy metals didn’t even reach the peat/sand filters. 
 
Q: Wouldn’t you design the roadway with spill capture along the entire route? 
 
A: Yes, but it is a balancing act.  You still want to provide a water source for some features. 
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Q: For the SR 46 interchange, where is the water flow? 
 
A: All flows in that area are to the north.  Drainage patterns should be maintained.  A separate 
project for Bennett’s Dump is underway.  We don’t want to put more water into that area. 
 
Q: This should be discussed in the EIS.  You may want to pay special attention to it for surface 
water drainage and summarize in the EIS. 
 
A: It is highlighted in these studies as an area of special concern.  It is a hazardous materials 
site and how drainage will or will not impact the site will be discussed. 
 
Q: For the Lemon Lane site, are flow patterns similar to the topo? 
 
A: Most are similar, but some are not.  The goal is to not add more water.  Reducing would be 
okay. 
 
C: For May Cave, there are two possible recharge areas delilneated.  The maximum is based on 
topography and features.  The minimum is from dye tracing. 
 
Q: Is Bloomington eligible for the Community Planning Grant? 
 
A: Applications are probably going out this fall.  Bloomington will likely apply.  They do have their 
own land use plans and karst rules.  It is uncertain as to how effective they are. 
 
Q: Will we know what they plan as part of the grant in the EIS? 
 
A: No. 
 
C: The highway will reduce access from 3 points to 1 point in the southern part of Bloomington.  
There will be induced development as part of I-69; however, in this area there is development 
already planned. 
 
Q: Should it be included in the EIS that Bloomington has a plan and it may not be helpful? 
 
A: We will include it in the EIS, but won’t critique it.  We can say that they have identified 
sensitive areas, but it does not preclude development in karst areas. 
 
Q:  Did you visually see dye at any of the traces? 
 
A: A couple of times.  All the rest were based on samples.   
 
Q: In between the point of introduction and outflow, what about caves that you couldn’t get into? 
 
A: Springs associated with them were monitored. 
 
Section 4 
 
Jason Krothe presented Section 4 karst information including a project area description, study 
methodology, and study results. 
 
Q: How do you figure out drainage areas for long runs when it crosses multiple watersheds? 
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A: There are discrete separate basins within the area.  The report includes recommendations for 
further studies.  This area is different from Section 5 because no previous dye traces have been 
done. 
 
Q: Do you have a pretty good idea of how much water comes out at the cave from the input? 
A: You could do that, but we did not.  However, it was estimated based on the samples.  For the 
previous SR 37 studies, we allotted for the first ½ inch of rainfall because this is what carries the 
most pollutants.   
 
Q: How did you get surface input locations? 
 
A: They were GPS’d with submeter accuracy.  Drainage areas were adjusted by DEMs. 
 
Q: What do “Low,” “Medium,” and “High” refer to? 
 
A: This has to do with possible infiltration of water into the hole. 
 
Q: Did you find any state listed species in Ashcraft Cave? 
 
A: Yes, 11 of the 14 species found are listed by IDNR. 
 
Section 4 Field Review 
 
The following locations were visited in the field:  Rankin Spring, Ashcraft Cave, Rock Springs, 
Spring 1195, an input site into Ashcraft Cave, Tramway Road Area, and Spring 1501. 
 
Q: Are most sinkholes in forested areas? 
 
A: Not necessarily, sometimes they are a patch of forest in the middle of an open field. 
 
Q: Are most wetlands derived from springs” 
 
A: Some are near Koleen.  There are some large wetlands from feeder valleys. 
 
Q: Was a functional assessment done on the wetlands? 
 
A: INWRAP was used to assess wetland quality.  There are some sinkhole wetlands that are 
recharge areas.  Rankin Spring has a complex of spring fed floodplain wetlands.   
 
Q: Has your functional assessment of wetlands been done in relation to groundwater? 
 
A: We don’t believe it was that detailed. 
 
Q: Will supplemental dye trace studies be done now or in design? 
 
A: At this point they have not been started.  Once we have an EIS we may start planning to do 
further studies.  This will likely be part of design. 
 
Q: How frequently did you collect dye packets? 
 
A: Every week or so, or they were collected using an automated sampler.  An individual bottle 
was used for each sample. 
 
Q: Have you followed up on the cave mentioned by the police office on our last bus tour? 
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A: We have looked into a number of reports from local people, but have not found an “ice cave” 
anywhere. 
 
C:  The injection point for Rankin Spring is about 1 mile away and it took about 5 days to reach it.   
The spring has been used for drinking water in the past.  The larger part of the recharge area is to 
the south of the corridor.  The spring can flood over the road.  We have not been able to identify 
where the flow is, likely below the water level.  Dye trace samples were placed at the culvert.   
 
C:  Ashcraft Cave was identified as an Indiana bat hibernaculum.  This cave is not considered a 
high priority hibernaculum by USFWS. 
 
C: Spring 1195 did not have a flow rate similar to Rock Spring or Ashcraft Cave. 
 
Q: Have you noticed more logging in the area because of I-69? 
 
A: We have heard of a few accounts of this happening in areas not within the corridor.  But we 
haven’t seem any. 
 
Q: When you collected samples, did you have a chain of custody and put them in a cooler to 
take to the lab? 
 
A: The Section 4 karst consultant has a lab.  We wore gloves and had a blank and a duplicate.  
An appendix in the karst report has the procedures used.  Two rounds of background samples 
were taken.  No dye was found in those samples.   
 
C: No dye tracing was done at the sinkhole viewed near Tramway Road because there was no 
good opening.   
 
Q: For existing SR 37, were any dyes put into swales in the median than appear to be losing 
water? 
 
A: Yes, Section 5 will discuss this in more detail. 
 
C: Watercress was present in Spring 1501.  The spring is surrounded by a concrete structure.  It 
took about ½ day for the dye to travel from the injection point.   
 
Section 5 Field Review 
 
SR 37 was driven during the Section 5 field review.  Various points of interest such as the new 
hospital complex near  Cave, Lemon Lane Landfill, the SR 46 interchange, Bennett’s Dump, 
and karst features within the existing SR 37 median were discussed. 
 
Q: Is stormwater regulated at a local level? 
 
A: There are state requirements, but some places are so old that they stay how they are.  
Bloomington has been dealing with sinkholes and springs for a while. 
 
C:  The  Cave passage goes under SR 37 but people have not been able to get into it.  The 
interchange at Fullerton has been pulled to the east and has a folded loop so the interchange is 
out of the southwest corner to minimize impacts to the  Cave recharge area.  The hospital 
drainage goes into  Cave which then goes into  Cave.  There are several 
openings to  Cave.  Some of the recharge area (both minimum and maximum) goes across 
SR 37.  The interchange and road were shifted to the east to avoid springs, relocations, a 
cemetery, and the recharge area. 
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Q: Why give them an interchange at all? 
 
A: This is really the only place for it.  The Wapehani Mountain Bike Path is to the east.  It is a 
logical interchange.  Without it there would be significant impact to the hospital and traffic routes.  
 
Q:  Will you have traffic numbers to show that you need an interchange? 
 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: What will the highway drainage be like in this area? 
 
A: That solution has not been determined yet.  Vegetative filters or peat/sand filters may be 
used.  The natural topography in the area leads to Booby Trap Cave. 
 
Q: Does the city provide sewer and water to the hospital? 
 
A: Yes, but there may be septic systems from old houses and old sewers that could leak into 
May Cave.  Portions of the cave have a distinct odor. 
 
C: Tapp Road will go over the highway because we can’t lower SR 37 any more.  We don’t want 
to do any cutting because of potential karst features.  Fill will be used to correct deficiencies.   
 
C: Weimer Spring is under SR 37 and capped.  It drains into Wapehani Lake.  A lot of surface 
flow drains into this lake.   
 
Q: Is the lake impaired? 
 
A: There are signs saying don’t eat the fish. 
 
Q: Did you name them Bloomington Karst and Bloomington Karst North or did IGS name them? 
 
A: We named them.  Our identification of finer differences in the karst was based on our 
observations.  It is explained in the karst report.  We did not find many karst features near the 3rd 
St. interchange.  
 
C: The Lemon Lane landfill was a sinkhole that was used as a municipal dump for transformers.  

It is now contaminated with PCBs.  All water from the Illinois Central spring is treated unless 
overflow conditions occur.  Many dye traces have been done in this area.  There are also 
other sinkholes surrounding the landfill. 

 
Q: Did you use a different dye to do your tracing? 
 
A: Yes, we also did background tests to determine baseline conditions in order to separate our 

results from someone else’s.  We were also in constant contact with the operators of the 
landfill.  All springs were monitored in the area, not just the Illinois Central. 

 
Q: Is there a concern that the new highway will add too much drainage to the landfill during 

overflow events? 
 
A: Yes, that is a concern.  The widening will be slightly to the west in this area.  We may have 

water control measures for the road so there won’t be a surge. 
 
Q: Could PCBs from the landfill be showing up at other springs besides Illinois Central? 
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A: They’ve been monitoring springs all around the area and also have monitoring wells.  They 
are pretty confident that Illinois Central is the only discharge point. 

 
C: Bennett’s Dump is also contaminated with PCBs.  They are not treating the water there.  

There is a concern about drainage through the area. 
 
C: There is a spring in Stouts Creek that is only visible during low flow conditions.  Stouts Creek 

is very scoured and there is little sediment.  It flows over bedrock in some places.   
 
C: The Bloomington North Karst is flashier than the Bloomington Karst.  It has shallower flows 

and lower residence times.   
 
C: In the Simpson Chapel Karst area, one interchange is planned at Sample Road. 
 
Q: Will there be a provision saying that no more access will be allowed on frontage roads than 

what currently exists? 
 
A: No, they will belong to the city.  The terrain will limit that to some degree.  There is often a 

significantly higher cost to buy people out.  Hoosier Energy will have to have access for their 
trucks. 

 
Q: Did you find any caves in the Simpson Chapel karst?   
 
A: No. 
 
C: There is a large sinkhole behind Worms Way that goes across the highway.  It is a sinkhole 

wetland.  The community attempted to line it to make a lake, but this did not work.  We did 
not dye trace this sinkhole because it has been done many times before.  It all drains to a 
spring to the east. 

 
Q: Will wildlife crossings be included in Section 5? 
 
A: We haven’t completed the analysis yet.  Bryant Creek is a possible location.   
 
Q: Has the Corps blessed your wetland determination? 
 
A: We have field reviewed wetlands with the Corps but they haven’t provided anything formally. 
 
Q: How large will the medians be and will they be large enough for transit? 
 
A: They will be 60 foot through Bloomington and 84 foot in rural areas.  Sixty-foot would not be 

large enough for transit.  However, the road will be designed using different criteria than rail. 
 
C: There is a sinkhole in the SR 37 median that drains to Church spring.   
 
Q: Does the BP gas station have existing groundwater problems? 
 
A: It was not mapped as a LUST. 
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Meeting Minutes 
 

Environmental Resource Agency Coordination Meeting/Webcast: 
Section 5– Alternatives Screening Package  

Tuesday, July 3, 2007 - 10:00 a.m. EDT (via Internet Webcast/Conference Call)   
 

Attendees: Jim Gulick - BLA/PMC  
Tony DeSimone – FHWA  David Goffinet - BLA/PMC  
Ben Lawrence – INDOT  Mary Jo Hamman – MBC/Section 5 PM  
Michelle Hilary – INDOT   Jim Peyton – MBC/Section 5  
Tom Seeman – INDOT  Kurt Weiss – MBC/Section 5  
Karl Leet – INDOT  Andy King – USFWS  
Al Ferlo – Akin Gump  Virginia Laszewski – USEPA  
Kent Ahrenholtz – BLA/PMC  Joe Wilson – Gannet Fleming/USEPA Contractor   
Mike Grovak – BLA/PMC  Christie Stanifer, et al. - IDNR  
Carol Hood – BLA/PMC  Jim Sullivan – IDEM  
Dominick Romano – BLA/PMC  Josh Desmond, et al., - Bloomington MPO 

 
 
SECTION 5 PRESENTATION       Mary Jo Hamman 
 
PowerPoint presentation: “Section 5 Environmental Resource Agency Meeting – 
Alternative Screening”  
 
Screening Document:  “Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Tier 2, Section 
5 (Bloomington to Martinsville) of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project” (April 2007) 
 
Mary Jo Hamman (MJH), Section 5 Project Manager, made the Webcast presentation (attached), 
and explained the decision making process undertaken by Section 5 in screening the Preliminary 
Alternatives to identify the recommended Alternatives Carried Forward for detailed analysis in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
 
It was emphasized that the Section 5 project consists of upgrading an existing facility.  Therefore, 
alternative development and screening were based far more on analysis of access and travel 
patterns than was the case with Sections 1-4 (where alternatives are on new alignment).  Jim 
Peyton (JP) of Baker added that to avoid impacts to existing infrastructure proximate to SR 37, 
alternatives emphasized avoiding grade changes from existing SR 37, and also to maintain the 
existing horizontal alignment wherever possible.   
 
Virginia Laszewski of USEPA introduced Joe Wilson as a USEPA contractor.   
 
Following are questions, responses and comments regarding specific subjects covered in the 
presentation.   
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Questions, Responses and Comments 
 
Q:  Were the Bat Surveys for Section 5 sent to USEPA? 
 
A: Section 5 does not have a completed Biological Assessment (BA) yet.  The Bat Survey 

information will be included in that document.   
 
Q:  The screening document does not fully explain how alignments were screened using the 

performance measures listed in the Purpose and Need section (see pages 50 & 51 of the 
Alt. Screening Packet); there should be a better meshing of the goals and screening 
discussions.   

 
A:   The alterative screening was based upon access considerations and impacts; purpose and 

need was not a factor in alternatives screening.  Purpose and need measures will be a 
factor in selecting a preferred alternative.  Moreover, the Preferred Alternative for 
Section 5 is unlikely to be exactly either Alternative 4 or Alternative 5, as described in 
the Screening Document – the mainlines of the two alternatives are nearly identical.  
Rather, the preferred alternative will be determined by selecting combinations from the 
“decision points” listed in the document.  Microsimulation of the traffic patterns has not 
been completed at these locations.  Performance measures, in combination with these 
detailed traffic forecasts, will be a factor in determining the preferred alternative.  The 
results will be detailed in the DEIS.   

 
Q: The frontage road east of I-69, north of That Road seems to go through a heavily forested 

area; why is this?  Will this be explained in the DEIS? 
  
A: This frontage road is on a ridge running between karst features, and avoids impacts to 

these features.  A more in-depth explanation will be provided in the DEIS.   
 
Q: In the mainline shift (to the east) near Fullerton Pike, what will happen to the existing 

pavement? If it is removed, could that area potentially be used as a retention area for 
highway stormwater runoff, as well as runoff from the adjacent hospital? 

 
A: Since this area will include a shift of the mainline alignment, the existing pavement will 

likely be removed.  That area could be used for stormwater retention from I-69, but 
unlikely that INDOT would provide retention on behalf of the hospital (i.e., a private 
entity).  The I-69 project will manage runoff from the highway project to maintain water 
quality, but INDOT does not have jurisdiction over water quality issues relating to 
adjoining, local, or private development. 

 
Q: What about cumulative impact to water quality? 
 
A:   Water quality is a resource for which cumulative impacts will be evaluated.  Cumulative 

impacts will consider I-69 as well as other actions, including both existing actions (such 
as the hospital) and those which are reasonably foreseeable.  Mitigation to these impacts 
will be discussed.  Discussion of the activities of the hospital can consider only publicly 
available information about its drainage plans or activities.   
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Q: What is the date of the aerial maps from the Alternative Screening Packet? 
 
A: 2004 
 
C: Having an exhibit which shows those parcels which have only direct access to existing SR 

37 would be helpful. 
 
A: This comment will be considered as part of the development of the subsequent DEIS 

figures.  It could help illustrate the rationale for screening decisions.  
 
Q: In the area of the Hoosier Energy facility (north of Walnut), has consideration been given 

for using just back roads instead of new frontage roads? 
 
A: As a general rule, Section 5 has attempted to incorporate the existing parallel local 

roadways into the frontage road system throughout the corridor.  However, in this 
particular location, there are unique circumstances which prohibit that approach.  1) 
Heavy vehicles are prohibited on Showers Road due to local load restrictions (based on 
ordinance).  2) Bridge 913, a historic structure, cannot accommodate the weight of the 
Hoosier Energy heavy vehicles on a regular basis. 3) Hoosier Energy, which currently 
has direct access to existing SR 37 will experience significant changes to access to their 
main distribution facility and will require two access points (a primary and a 
secondary/emergency access).  Consideration was given to relocating this facility as part 
of the project, but to do so would be extremely expensive. 4) There are large farm parcels 
that would have to be acquired if there is no frontage road.  All of these factors led to the 
proposed frontage road system between Walnut and Sample Roads as shown in 
Alternatives 4 & 5.   

  
Q: In the area of the Chambers Pike / Crossover Road overpass, why does the west frontage 

road “bow out?”  Couldn’t it be kept closer to the mainline?  Or, couldn’t that frontage 
road pass under the overpass without connecting to it and continue, hugging the 
mainline? 

 
A: In order to provide east-west continuity at this location, the two sections of roadway 

(overpass and frontage road) need to be kept at the same grade.  The alternative would 
require additional roadway elevation and increase impacts from the fill/cuts required to 
provide this additional elevation.  The possibility of not connecting the frontage road with 
the Chambers / Crossover overpass can be considered.   Some additional design options 
may be explored at this interchange. 

 
Q: Has consideration been given to potential locations for wildlife passages?   
 
A: Not at this time; however, they will be considered following the screening of alternatives. 
 
Q: The Split Diamond Interchange at Tapp Road, depicted in the Alternative 5 map, has 

sinkholes in the vicinity of the connecting frontage roads.  Will Alternative 5 put 
additional stress on these sinkholes? 
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A: This scenario may place more pavement over buried sinkholes.   This is a consideration 

that will be weighed with the other pros and cons of this decision point.  For example, an 
overpass at Tapp Road instead of the split diamond (Alternative 4) would result in 
increased traffic on Tapp Road, requiring additional improvements and associated 
impacts. Traffic micro-simulation will be used to assist in the evaluation.   

  
Q: Between Tapp Road and Fullerton Pike, where are the high and low points?  Where does 

the water drain?   
 
A: On the east side, water drains to the southeast toward Clear Creek; on the west side it 

moves southwest toward an unnamed tributary which enters Clear Creak further to the 
south and southeast.   

 
Q: If you have extra property at the location what will you do with it?   
 
A: In some cases, it may be suitable for mitigation (i.e., wetland or forest development, 

water retention, etc.).   
 
C: Regarding a Fullerton Pike interchange, it appears this will impact the planned medical 

facility to the northeast and the existing Hospital to the southwest. It was suggested that 
the I-69 project attempt, if possible, to coordinate runoff diversion with private entities. 

  
A: Again, it was noted that INDOT has no jurisdiction over water quality issues resulting 

from private development. 
 
Q: Would it be possible to use a combination of features in Alternatives 4 & 5 to have a 

southbound entrance & exit only at Kinser Pike and northbound entrance & exit only at 
Walnut (in order to eliminate the lengthy frontage road running east from the Kinser 
interchange)?   

 
A: Southbound traffic in particular needs either the connectivity provided by the Walnut 

Street interchange or via the lengthy access road running east from the Kinser 
interchange. This is the main southbound movement into Bloomington.  There are also 
several businesses in that area (along Walnut St., east of SR 37) which will utilize this 
feature as their most direct connection to the interstate.   

 
Q: Why doesn’t the (western) frontage road in the vicinity of Bottom Road (from the Walnut 

interchange or overpass) run along the path of the existing Bottom Road? 
 
A: Monroe County and Bloomington have plans to alleviate flooding that commonly occurs 

along the existing road.  It is a main route to and from the sewage treatment plant, and 
currently follows so close to Beanblossom Creek that it floods often.  This redesign puts 
it on higher ground. 

 
Q: Why can’t a Kinser Pike interchange become the new “Gateway to Bloomington” (as 

opposed to existing Walnut Street)?  This could allow INDOT to remove some of the 
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wetland impacts to Bean Blossom Creek that were introduced with the construction of the 
current roadway layout. 

 
A: A new interchange at Kinser Pike could function as a “Gateway to Bloomington” if the 

access point were moved to this location, but that would not necessarily allow the 
removal of the existing encroachment in the floodplain.  Historic Bridge 913 is located 
immediately east of the existing Walnut St. interchange.  The State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) has stated it must be kept in use or it could be the subject of 
“condemnation by neglect.”  The connection to the sewage plant is another consideration. 

 
Q: Wasn’t it stated that Hoosier Energy could not use Bridge 913?  Can this be clarified? 
 
A: They would use it as a secondary route for standard service trucks during emergency 

situations/bad weather situations and for occasional/emergency use for all but the 
heaviest loads (i.e. short axial base cranes).  Hoosier Energy is aware of the weight 
restrictions on the bridge and of the SHPO’s desire to maintain its usage.  With 
Alternative 5, other vehicles would use the bridge. 

 
Q: The area near the Walnut Street interchange/overpass is floodplain; has consideration 

been given to putting the connecting roadway on pylons?   
 
A: No.  The encroachment to flow in this area has already been established with the raised 

grade mainline of existing SR 37.  The impacts will be very similar in nature to the 
existing condition.   Building the frontage road on pylons would not reduce the impacts to 
the floodplain, since the flow restriction/encroachment would continue. 

 
C: It was strongly suggested that the decision point regarding access at Walnut St. versus 

access at Kinser Pike will require a high level of documentation in the DEIS.  There are 
significant trade-offs between multiple resources at these two locations. 

 
Q: Who is responsible for frontage road runoff, maintenance, etc.?    
 
A: During construction, INDOT would be responsible; after completion, the frontage roads 

would be turned over to the counties/city.  The relinquishment agreements between the 
state and the local entities will be in place prior to the commencement of construction.   

 
Q: Why isn’t it better to simply purchase properties than build these frontage roads to serve 

them – particular in the Simpson Chapel and areas to the north to Liberty Church?    
 
A: In many areas, there parcels are very large; INDOT would be required to purchase the 

entire land-locked parcel.  In the Liberty Church area, additional development is 
expected.  It is possible that development may occur in some of these locations 
(particularly in the northeast quadrant at Liberty Church Road), such that the connectivity 
between parcels will be provided by the development.  In those cases, INDOT would re-
evaluate the need to construct another frontage road.  There are some areas (near Bryant 
Creek, for example) where parcels would be purchased rather than putting in frontage 
roads to serve them.  Each scenario was evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
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Q: Is it safe to say you are leaning toward a Liberty Church interchange? 
 
 A: Based on strong public support, impacts, etc., Liberty Church Road is a likely candidate 

for an interchange.  It will continue to be evaluated – no final decision has been made.   
 
Q: Where is the Wellhead Protection area? 
 
A: Section 5 has only one Wellhead Protection Area; it is located in the vicinity of the motel 

(on Old SR 37, on the east side, north of Liberty Church Road).  The Wellhead Protection 
Area has a 2,000 foot diameter (the default for a single transient or non-community well 
or less than 70 gallons per minute capacity).   

 
C: It would be helpful to have sinking streams on the alternative maps so we can better see 

where they are in relation to the alternatives.   
 
A: The figures showing the sinking streams are currently in the Karst technical report, and 

will be included in the DEIS. 
 
Q: Will the Karst Report be finalized before the DEIS?  Can a copy of the Final Karst 

Report be sent in advance of the DEIS? 
 
A: The Karst Report will be modified in response to agency comments, selection of the 

preferred alternative and subsequent calculation of the annual pollutant loads for the karst 
drainage features.  It will be redistributed to the MOU signatory parties for review prior 
to the DEIS.  The Final Karst Report will be included as an appendix to the DEIS. 

 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of the status of the 
items discussed at the close of the meeting.     
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Section 5 Staff:
• Mary Jo Hamman – Project Manager/Engineer
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• Larry Gale and Dr. McCartney – Technical Resources

• Kurt Weiss – Draft Alternative Screening Document

• Brian Curtis – Project Traffic Engineer 
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Meeting Agenda
• Status of Environmental Studies

• Status of Public Involvement

• Purpose and Need

• Preliminary Alignment Concepts

• Preliminary Alternatives (Alt 1, 2, and 3)

• Alternative Screening Process

• Alternatives Carried Forward (Alt 4 and 5)

Common Elements

Decision Points

Potential Impacts
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Status of Environmental Studies

Section 5 tasks completed or nearly completed include:
• Identifying land use and property owners (residential, business, 

public, etc.) within / adjacent to the project corridor
• Indiana bat surveys
• Identifying wetlands, streams and karst features
• Identifying cultural resources
• Developing preliminary alternatives within the project corridor

• Refining alternatives based on environmental analyses, 
engineering feasibility,  cost, and input from regulatory 
agencies and the public

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening
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Status of Environmental Studies

Section 5 tasks ahead include:
• Selection of Preferred Alternative

• Draft Environmental Impact Statement

• Engineer’s Report
• Public Hearing

• Final Environmental Impact Statement 

• Record of Decision (ROD) from FHWA

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening
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Status of Public Involvement
Public involvement activities, initiated and planned, include:
• Project office in Bloomington to provide information 

and receive input (Opened May 2004)
• Open House introducing office and personnel to public (July 2004)
• Community Advisory Committees in Monroe and Morgan Counties

(three meetings for each so far - more to come)
• Project Web Site 
• Newsletters and Information Brochures
• Government representative and Community small group meetings
• Public Involvement Meeting (July 2005)
• Public hearing when DEIS is published

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening
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Purpose and Need
Local Needs Identified in Section 5 Include:
• Complete Section 5 of I-69 Between Victor Pike South of 

Bloomington and SR 39 in Martinsville

• Reduce Existing and Forecasted Traffic Congestion

• Improve Traffic Safety

• Support Local Economic Development Initiatives

The alternative alignments developed for Section 5 are 
consistent with the overall Tier 1 goals and the local needs 

identified in Tier 2

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening
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Preliminary Alignment Concepts

• Define basic elements: termini, design criteria, typical section(s), 
ROW, access control limits

• Define and locate environmental resources 
• Develop Alternative Alignments

Avoid environmentally sensitive areas
Provide adequate access
Continuity of existing road system
Minimize relocations

• Determine access points (interchanges and grade separations)
• Present preliminary alternatives to resource agencies and general 

public 

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Preliminary Alignment Concepts (Cont.)

• Developed by combining mainline alignments with various 
combinations of interchanges, grade separations and  Tier 1 
recommendations.

• Frontage roads and local service roads parallel to I-69 were 
developed for each alternative between interchanges 

Provide connections for individual parcels and roads that 
would otherwise be disconnected from I-69.

• Interchanges and grade separations were developed for east/west 
connectivity with existing infrastructure.

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening
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Section 5 Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 Summary
Alternative 1 Alternative 2

(CD Facility) Alternative 3

I = Interchange (Urban or Rural)
O or U = Overpass or Underpass (Grade Separation)

X = No Direct Access
TBD = To Be Determined

Section 4 Tie-in (SR 37 interchange) I I I
That Road X O O
Rockport Road O X X
Fullerton Pike I O I
Tapp Road O I O
SR 45/2nd Street I I I
SR 48/3rd Street I I I
Vernal Pike U O U
SR 46 Interchange I I I
Arlington Road O O O
Acuff Road X O X
Kinser Pike O I I
North Walnut Street I X O
Sample Road I I O
Mainline Shift @ Sample Rd/ NB SR 37 as access road West West West
Chambers Pike O I I
Mainline Shift at SR 37 split All lanes on west-side 3 lanes each side 3 lanes each side
Paragon/Pine Road I O I
Liberty Church Road O I O
Section 6 Tie-in (SR 39 interchange) TBD TBD TBD

Rural

Rural/Urban 
transition area

Urban

Area Type Major Road Name

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternative Screening Process 
The Alternative Screening process focused on reducing right-of-
way, cost, and environmental, community and traffic impacts by:

• Reducing number and size of interchanges 
• Reduced number of lanes in mainline typical section based upon refined

traffic modeling 
• Using existing roadways/access points 
• Locating frontage roads closer to the I-69 mainline 
• Reducing the length of local service roads
• Relocating access roads to reduce farm and parcel splits
• Weighing acquisition costs versus access road costs
• Incorporating input from local governments, CACs, emergency service 

providers, utility representatives, and public comments
• Identifying potential conservation and mitigation areas. 

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives Carried Forward (Alts 4 and 5)
• Some project elements eliminated in screening

Interchanges
Access roads
Grade separations

• Remaining elements grouped into two alternatives
Alternatives 4 and 5
Carried forward for detailed study
Illustrate possible combinations of project elements

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Common Elements:
• South of That Road – design from Section 4.
• That Road

No interchange or overpass
East-west access via frontage roads to Rockport Road overpass
Access to I-69 at Fullerton Pike interchange

• Rockport Road
Overpass  for east/west access
I-69 access  at Fullerton Pike interchange

• Mainline Shift
Shifts east from south of That Road to north of Fullerton Pike
Reduce impacts and gives flexibility to Section 4 interchange

• Fullerton Pike
Narrow diamond interchange
Folded loop on west side

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Common Elements (cont):
• Vernal Pike

Underpass for east/west access
I-69 access at SR 46 interchange

• SR 46 – Use existing interchange
• Arlington Road

Overpass for east/west access
I-69 access at SR 46 interchange

• Acuff Road
No interchange or overpass
Access at SR 46

• Mainline Shift
Slightly to the east
From just north of Acuff Road to Kinser Pike
Avoid impacts to the MGRRHD (NRHP listed)

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Common Elements (cont):
• Mainline Shift

Shift slightly east north of Beanblossom Creek Valley
Larger shift to west south of Sample Road to south of Chambers Pike
Reduce impacts (Hoosier Energy, Cemeteries, Businesses, HAZMAT?)

• Sample Road – narrow diamond interchange 
• Mainline Shift

Shifts east to existing SR 37 just south of Hoosier Energy
Reduces impacts to forest, businesses, and substation

• Chambers Pike
Overpass for east/west access
I-69 access at Sample Road interchange

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Common Elements (cont):

• Morgan-Monroe State Forest
Follows existing SR 37 bifurcation (wide median)

Reduce impacts to forest, streams and wetlands.

• Bryant Creek Road
No access provided

Acquiring properties more cost effective

Potential forest, wetland and stream mitigation areas.

• North of Indian Creek – follows design for Section 6

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Decision Points:
• Tapp Road

Alt 4 overpass vs. Alt 5 interchange
Interchange increases cost and impacts
Interchange offers added access to I-69

• 2nd Street/SR 45
Alt 4 tight diamond vs. Alt 5 split interchange
Alt 5 – increased complexity, cost, and land use impacts
Alt 5 – benefits of reduced cross traffic at 2nd Street/SR 45.

• 3rd Street/SR 48
Alt 4 tight diamond vs. Alt 5 single-point interchange
Alt 5 – higher cost
Alt 5 – potential for better traffic flow

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Decision Points (cont):
• Kinser Pike vs. Walnut St. Interchange

Interchange at only one location
Overpass at other location

• Kinser Pike Interchange (Alt 4)
Direct access to Kinser Pike TIF district
Increased karst impacts
Increased noise impacts to MGRRHD (NRHP listed)
New stream crossing
Increased land acquisition   

• Walnut Street Interchange (Alt 5)
Maintains existing “Gateway to Bloomington”
Provides second access point to Ellettsville
Uses existing SR 37 ROW
Increased wetlands impacts

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Alternatives 4 and 5 Decision Points (cont):
• Paragon Road vs. Liberty Church Road Interchange

Interchange at only one location
Overpass at other location

• Paragon Road (Alt 4)
Better access to Morgan-Monroe State Forest
Increased forest impacts and construction costs

• Liberty Church Road (Alt 5)
Increase development potential for SW Martinsville
Increased farmland impacts and construction costs

Preferred alternative decided by choices at these 7 locations

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Potential Impacts 
Evaluation Factors Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Length (miles)
Interstate
Non-interstate                                              
(frontage, access, local service roads)

21.1
26.2

21.1
26.1

Estimated Construction Cost (millions)1 $258 $257 
Required Right-of-Way 

Use of Existing INDOT right-of-way (acres) 996 996

Approximate right-of-way to be acquired (acres) 574

Total right-of-way required (acres)2 1,570
Relocations (based on physical ROW)

Residences - Multi Unit 4 5
Residences – Single 135 132
Commercial 65 63
Churches 5 5

Floodplains Encroachment (100 year - in acres) 68 69
Wetlands (acres) 11 15
Jurisdictional Streams (linear feet)

Perennial 46,126
Intermittent 6,680
Ephemeral 5,272

46,751
7,944
5,275

567

1,563

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 Alternatives 4 and 5 Potential Impacts (Cont.)
Access:  Road Crossings/Closures3 14 / 34 14 / 34

Farmland Impacts
Row crop, pasture, orchard, grove, specialty 
crops, agricultural operations (acres) 142

Federal Threatened/Endangered Species4 1 1

Historic Resources (Section 106)
Architectural (NRHP listed and Eligible sites)
Archaeological (NRHP listed and Eligible     
sites)5

0-6
(To be determined)

0-6
(To be determined)

Section 4(f) Resources 0 0
Hazardous Materials (Possible Sites) 2 - 6 2 - 6
Mineral Resources (Possible Sites) 2 - 6 2 - 6
Forest Impacts

Forested Areas- Total Land Cover  (acres) 284
Morgan-Monroe State Forest (acres) 117

Karst Impacts
Springs 22
Sinkholes (acres) 90
Sinking Streams (acres) 261

Wellhead Protection Areas (sites) 1 1

21
93
258

317
111

122

Tier 2 - Section 5
Environmental Resource Agency Meeting –
Alternative Screening



Carol Hood 

From: Jason Dupont

Sent: Friday, July 06, 2007 11:22 AM

To: 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'

Cc: Desimone, Anthony; Hilary, Michelle; Seeman, Tom; Tom Cervone; Jeremy Kieffner; Cinda Bonds; Kia 
Gillette; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood

Page 1 of 1

7/9/2007

Andy, 
  
We would like to schedule a conference call to discuss your questions.  We are proposing Wednesday 7-11-07 at 10:00 
EDT/9:00 CDT for the call.  Please let us know if this will work for you. 
  
Thanks, 
Jason 
  
Jason DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812-479-6200 
Ph. 800-423-7411 
Fax 812-479-6262 
jdupont@blainc.com 
  



MEMORANDUM 
 
 
From:  Kenneth A. Westlake 
       Supervisor, NEPA Implementation 
       Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 
 
To:    Tony DeSimone 
       Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division (FHWA) 
 
       Tom Seeman 
       Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
 
Re:   U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Comments on FHWA/INDOT's 
"Comments and Responses (C/R) Document" for the comments received on the I-69 
Section 1 Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
 
 
USEPA has reviewed the relevant portion of the above referenced document as 
requested.  We offer the following comments. 
 
We are pleased that FHWA and INDOT are making progress on being responsive to 
the comments and concerns we have raised not only on this I-69 Section 1 Tier 
2 EIS, but also for the upcoming I-69 Tier 2 EISs for the other 5 sections, 
and for the I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville) Tiered EIS project as a whole. 
 
However, until we have had the opportunity to review the details in the 
upcoming Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS, we can not give you a definitive response on 
the adequacy of your proposed responses to our comments on the Tier 2 DEIS 
for Section 1.   Many of the draft responses to comments refer to text in the 
forthcoming Tier 1 FEIS, rather than providing details in the draft responses 
themselves.  After we have reviewed the Tier 2 FEIS for Section 1, we may 
suggest some questions or refinements for Section 1 and for subsequent I-69 
Sections for Tier 2. 
 
In the meantime, we suggest the FHWA/INDOT responses to our Section 1 Tier 2 
DEIS comments for inclusion in the Section 1 Tier 2 FEIS provide more 
detailed explanation and information concerning:  (1) FHWA/INDOT's proposed 
mitigation tracking for Section 1 and the overall I-69 project as a whole, 
and (2) the status of I-69 Community Planning Process and the results 
obtained so far. 
 
We also recommend you identify and respond to our proposed correction to the 
text in the Tier 2 DEIS Chapter 4 & 5 (pp. 4-90 and 5-137) in regards to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and "nonattainment area" 
designations (see page 13 of the enclosure to our USEPA Section 1 Tier 2 DEIS 
comment letter dated February 20, 2007, for our proposed correction). 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the document.  If you 
have any questions, please contact Virginia Laszewski of my staff at 312-886-
7501. 
 
RECEIVED 07-13-07 



DNR Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Environmental Unit 
Division of Water 
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W264 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2641 

Mr. Kent Ahrenholtz, PE, Project Manager 
Bemardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, Indiana 47715-4006 

23 July 2007 

Re: DNR #11895-1: I-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director 

!()3·--0Dol-lPL 

RECEIVED 

JUL 3 0 2007 

BLA - EVANSVILLE 

Section 5 Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening; Multi (Monroe, and 
Morgan Counties) 

Dear Mr. Ahrenholtz: 

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced project 
per your request. Our agency offers the following comments for your information and in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

We recommend an alternative that results in the fewest impacts to fish, wildlife, and 
botanical resources is favored. In order to accomplish this, it will likely be necessary to switch 
between alternatives throughout Section 5. 

Either altemative is acceptable for Tapp Road, the 2nd Street/State Road 45 interchange, 
and the 3rd Street/State Road 48 interchange. These areas are already disturbed, possess minimal 
habitat, and future development appears imminent. 

At Kinser Pike, Alternative 5 will result in fewer disturbances to Griffy Creek, its 
tributaries, and the habitat areas associated with these waterways than Altemative 4. Both 
alternatives will impact habitat around Walnut Street. The differe.!lce in impacts appears slight; 
Altemative 4 may fragment the woods on the east side of State Road 37 slightly more, but 
Altemative 5 may have slightly greater wetland impacts. If choosing between an interchange at 
Walnut Street or Kinser Pike, an interchange at Walnut Street is more desirable. Impacts will 
occur along the edge of habitat at Walnut Street instead of cutting across habitat with the Kinser . 
Pike interchange. 

We recommend providing an overpass at Paragon Road (Alternative 5) instead of an 
interchange as there will be reduce impacts from building onloff,ramps in the wooded habitat 
along Paragon Road. It is not clear how Alternative 4 has greater environmental advantages 
compared to Alternative 5 at this location, as described on page 77 of the submittal. At Liberty 
Church Road, either Alternative is acceptable. If a decision has to be made between access at 
Paragon Road or Libetty Church Road, we recommend providing an interchange at Liberty 
Church Road (Alternative 5) as it will result in fewer impacts. 

Be sure to fo llow the directions in the Karst Memorandum of Understanding, especially 
the strategies for minimizing the effects of highway construction and operation on karst 
resources. A voidance of karst features is critical. Evidence that shows avoidance to karst 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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Letter to Mr. Ahrenholtz 
July 23, 2007 
Page2 

impacts is required. Ensure pre-construction drainage connections to caves and recharge areas 
are maintained during and post construction. Do not allow construction activities to fill the 
entrance of caves through sedimentation or impervious cover. 

Although the karst area at the far south end of this section (containing May's Cave) is 
noted as significant, no mention is made of the rare species at this site or their significance. 

It is noted that in Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5, the mainline alignment at Fullerton Pike was 
shifted to the east to minimize impacts to karst features, among other things. This is within the 
drainage area of May's Cave, and all efforts to minimize impacts to this cave system are 
appreciated. However, it is not made clear how shifting the alignment a few hundred feet or less 
will reduce impacts to this system. New constmction on a new alignment will likely add to 
existing cumulative impacts to this cave/stream system. We would like to see more explanation 
of the reasoning behind this proposal. 

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to contact 
Christie Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator at (317) 232-4160 or toll free at 1-877-928-3755 if 
we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

A~-~~;ew Buffington 
Environmental Supervisor 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 



Carol Hood 

From: Andrew_King@fws.gov

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 11:15 AM

To: Carol Hood

Subject: Re: I-69 Section 5 (Screening) Agency Coordination Meeting Draft Minutes

Page 1 of 2

8/1/2007

 
Carol  -  I have reviewed these draft minutes and did not find any errors or omissions.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Andy  
________________________ 
R. Andrew King 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bloomington Field Office 
620 S. Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN  47403 
Phone:  812-334-4261 x216 
Fax:  812-334-4273  
 
 

 
 
 
Hello Everyone.  Attached for your review and comment, if necessary, are draft minutes from the July 3rd Internet 
Webcast/Conf. Call meeting for the Section 5 Screening of Alternatives Package.  
   
Regards,  
   
Carol 

Carol Hood  
Project Coordinator  
PMC/Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

"Carol Hood" <CHood@blainc.com> 

07/23/2007 05:55 PM  

 
 

To <Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil>, "Stanifer, Christie" <cstanifer@dnr.IN.gov>, 
<Andrew_King@fws.gov>, <scott_pruitt@fws.gov>, "SULLIVAN, JAMES" 
<JSULLIVA@idem.IN.gov>, "RANDOLPH, JASON" <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>, 
<mclark@idem.in.gov>, <Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov>, 
<Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov>, "Wilson, Joseph J." <jwilson@GFNET.com>, 
"Desmond, Josh" <desmondj@bloomington.in.gov>, "Micuda, Tom" 
<micudat@bloomington.in.gov>, <jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov>, 
<david.poynter@navy.mil>, <kday@fs.fed.us>, <rtaylor@fs.fed.us>, 
<JEggen@dnr.in.gov>, <jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov> 

cc "Kent Ahrenholtz" <KAhrenholtz@blainc.com>, "Jim Gulick" <JGulick@blainc.com>, 
"Dominick Romano" <DRomano@blainc.com>, "David Goffinet" 
<DGoffinet@blainc.com>, "Carl Camacho" <CCamacho@blainc.com>, "Hilary, 
Michelle" <mhilary@indot.IN.gov>, "Seeman, Tom" <TSEEMAN@indot.IN.gov>, "Ben 
Lawrence" <blawrence@indot.in.gov>, "Michelle Allen" <mballen@indot.in.gov>, 
"Leet, Karl" <KLEET@indot.IN.gov>, "Mary Jo Hamman" 
<mhamman@mbakercorp.com>, "James Peyton" <JPEYTON@mbakercorp.com>, 
"Kurt Weiss" <KWEISS@mbakercorp.com>, "Al Ferlo" <aferlo@akingump.com>, 
"Mike Grovak" <MGrovak@blainc.com>, "DeSimone, Anthony" 
<Anthony.DeSimone@fhwa.dot.gov> 

Subject I-69 Section 5 (Screening) Agency Coordination Meeting Draft Minutes



chood@blainc.com  
   
   
   

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the personal and 
confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If you have received this communication 
in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message.  
 [attachment "Section 5 Agency Coord. Mtg_Screening_Draft Minutes_072307.pdf" deleted by Andrew King/R3/FWS/DOI] 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO. ll 60604-3590 

AUG Q 2 Z007 

REPL 'I' iO THE AITENriON OF 

/ Tony DeSimone, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Tom Seeman, Project Manager 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 N. Senate Ave .. Room 642 
Indianapolis, rN 46204 

B-19J 

RE: Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening Package for T ier 2, Section 5 
(Bloomington to Martinsville), 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 

Dear Mr. DeSimone and Mr. Seeman: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) provided comments during the Federlil 
Highway Administration and Indiana Department of Transportation (FHW AJINDOT) webcast 
on July 3, 2007, concerning Section 5 and t.he above referenced document. The enclosure to this 
letter provides additional comment on the above referenced document for your consideration as 
you prepare the I-69 Tjer 2 Drafi Environmental £mpact Statement (DEIS) for Section 5. 

In part, we recommend that further studies be conducted at the location of the proposed 1 i h 
Street Underpass to ensure that the shallow groundwater table that flows m1der Lemon Lane 
Landfill is not intercepted by construction at this location. We also recommend that the Kinser 
Pike/Walnut Street area and eastern frontage road over Beanblossom Valley continue to get 
further consideration and evaluation of additional alternative variations to further avoid and 
minimize impacts to natural resources. 

Thank you for the opportunities to comment. Jf you have any questions or comments, you may 
contact Ms. Virginia Laszewski of my staff at 312-886-7501 or email her at 
laszewski. virginia@epa.gov. 

Sincerely . .. 

(~_20 
~enneth A. Westlake, suJ::;;or 

NEP A lmplementation 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 



Enclosure 

cc: Kent Aihenholtz. ProJect \1anagcr. BLM, 6100 Vogel Road. Evansville. IN -'7715 

2 



Additional Comments on the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screenin2 Packaee 
for Tter 2, Section 5 (Bloomington to Martinsville) of tbe l-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Project 

The U.S. EPA provided conunents concerning Section 5 and the infonnation in the above 
referenced document during the Federal Highway Administration and Indiana Department of 
Transportation (FHW A/INDOT) webcast on July 3, 2007. We offer tht: following additional 
comments concerning the Section 5 document for your consideration. 

Thjs section of the proposed highway will he located on existing SR 37. There wi ll be little new 
construction with exception to interchanges and frontage roads. Two alternatives (Alternatives 4 
and 5) are presented in this document. 

• Since karst resources (major spnngs and caves) are consjdered a key resource to be 
avoided, we recommend that the mapping be revised to incorporate karst resources. at the 
least. those with a direct connection to the project corridor. 

• In many instances the inclusion of an existing conditions map would be beneficial to the 
review. This is especially true for locations along Section 5 where frontage roads are 
proposc:d and existing SR 37 connections exist. We recommend that the mapping be 
revised to include existing roadway conditions. 

• At Tap Road, Alternative 4 proposes an overpass and Alternative 5 proposes a split 
diamond interchange (Sheet 1). Alternative 4 would offer the least potential to impact 
karst resources at this location as this area has several karst features and Alternative 4 
would require considerably less new construction. 

• The proposed znd Street/SR 45 Interchange includes a tight diamond design for 
Alternative 4 and a split diamond design for Alternative 5 (Sheet 1). The tight diamond 
design would offer less potential risk to karst resources. 

• At the Vernal Pike, both Alternatives 4 and 5 propose an underpass at 17th Street and the 
straightening and extension of Hensenburg Road south to Industrial Drive and north to 
Packing House Road (Sheet 2). These two alternatives are identical in design at this 
location and, therefore, do not differ in their potential to affect karst resources. However, 
we recommend that geologic investigations be performed in the area of the proposed 
underpass, as this is located onJy a short distance north of the Lemon Lane Landfill. We 
know from other studies that groundwater depths around the Lemon Lane Landfill are 
sha1Jow. and there is poteutial lhat creation of the underpass could intercept the shallow 
groundwater table. 

• ln the Kinser Pike area, Alternative 4 incluues an interchange at Kinser Pike, an 
extension of Kinser Pike to the east connecting to Walnut Street, a ·'T" intersection at the 
Kinser Pike/Bottom Road frontage road to the west, and an overpass at Walnut Street 
(Sheet 3). Alternative 5 includes an overpass at l{jnser Pike and an interchange at 
Walnut Street. We do not fully understand why Walnut Street needs to continue to 

3 



provide access to Bloomington from U1e north when the proposed 1-69 will have several 
interchanges just a short distance from this location. However, we understand that there 
are several justifiable reasons for two access points at this location. Based on this 
understanding, we would favor Alternative 4 at this location as it appears to have less 
floodplain impact, offers opportunity for wetland enhancement (west of Walnut Street 
overpass), and has comparable karst resource impacts to Alte.r.native 5. However, we 
recommend FHW A/fNDOT further evaluate, identify and consider additional alternatives 
to avoid impacts to natural resources in this area. 

• An eastern frontage road across Beanblossom Valley, around Hosier Energy, across 
Sample Road. and to Showers Road is proposed for both Alternatives 4 and 5 (Sheet 4). 
We understand the need for Hosier Energy and the residences in this area to have access 
to 1-69: however, we do not understand the need for such a lengthy frontage road. We 
recommend that supplemental mapping be provided that clearly shows the existing 
roadways in this area. We further recommend consideration of a design exception that 
would allow for the installation of a northbound exit and entrance ramp in the Hosier 
.Energy vicinity. Soutl1bound local traffic, including Hosier Energy traffic, could then 
enter 1-69 northbound for only a short distance, exit at Sample Road and reenter 1-69 
southbound. 

• In the Paragon Road/Liberty Church Road area, Alternative 4 includes an interchange at 
Paragon Road and an overpass at Libeny Church, and Alternative 5 includes an overpass 
at Paragon Road and an interchange at Liberty Church Road (Sheet 7). Eastem and 
western frontage roads arc included in each alternCJlive. Alternative 4 appears to have 
Jess natural resource impacts. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604·3590 

Tony DeSimone, Project Manager 
Fe<lentl Higlmay Administration -Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania SL, Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Tom Seeman, Project Manager 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
lOON. Senate Ave., Room 642 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

B-19J 

/C3 -oocl-/fL-

RR: U.S. EPA Comments on Draft Karst Investigation Reports for Sections 4 and 5 or the 
1-69 F.vans~ille to Indianapolis Project 

Dear Mr. DeSimone and Mr. Seeman: 

.Enclosed please find our comments on the following 1-69 Tier 2 dOcl.lments: 

1-69 Evansville ro indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies, Survey of Karst Features Draft Reporl, 
Semon 4, US 231 /o SR 37. July 12, 2006. Prepared for Federalllighway Administralion 
and Indiana Deparlment ofTransporlalwn. 

1-69 Evansville ro Indianapolis, Twr 2 Studies. Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow 
investigation 1/.eporr, Section 5, SR 37 south of Bloomington ro SR 39. July 2006. Prepared 
fur Federal llighway Administration and Indiana Department ofTransporlation. 

In part, we recommend the reports provide additional information and clarification concerning the 
methodologies used for karst feahue identification. We also recommend addit1onal karst sti.L(hes be 
undertaken and the resalts included in the karst reports. The information derh·ed from additional 
karst srudies would better inform the boundaries of subsLIIface drainage areas. This information 
could lead to changes in the location of these boundaries. Potential changes in boundaries could 
result in the identification of additional karst features that would be vulnerable to direct and indirect 
impacts due to the design, construction and operation of the project. In turn, additional impact 
information would better inform the selection of mitigation measures (e.g., for control of roadway 
stom1 water nmoJT / hazardous spills runoff) to protect, in part, valuable surface and ground water 
reooarccs, and cave biota in karst areas. 

RECEIVED 

AUG - 9 ZOO? 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions or comments, yoCt may 
contact Ms. Virginia Lasze\vski of my staff at 312-886-7501 or email her at 
),1szew ski ' v irgini aca; epa . g 0 v . 

Sincerely, / . /-··, 

,)·' c~o) 

~ 
. {c.rCJ:.c.~ :~K,.k~ 

~'L~ncth A. Westlake, Superv{sor 
V,-"NEPA Tmplementation 

Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosure 

cc: Kent Arhcnholtz, Project Manager, BLM, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, D! 47715 
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U.S. EPA Review and Comments on Draft Karst Innstigation Reports for Sections 4 and 5 of 
the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 

We ha~e reviewed the following J-69 Tier 2 documents: 

1-69 Emnsville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies, Survey of Karst Features Draft Report, 
Section 4, US 231 to Sll 37. July 12, 2006. Prepared for Federal Highway Administration 
and indiana Department of Transportation. 

1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies. Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow 
investigation Repon, Section 5, SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39. July 2006. Prepared 
for Federal Ifighway Administration and indiana Department ofTmnsportatmn. 

Our comments are divided into the following sections: General Comments, Section 4 Comments, 
and Section 5 Comment~. 

General Comment!; 
l. Spring Flows 

• Discharge was determined visually in both reports. Though an acceptable method for 
q1.mlitative studies, a considerable amount of error may be associated with this method. The 
INDOT contractor indicated (during the Studies Orientation Field View, June 26 and 27, 
2007) that flow data was not used in any quantitative analysis, therefore, the visual method 
was deemed appropriate. To eliminate potential error with this method we recommend that 
spring flows be measured using a flow meterfcurrent meter or another mdustry standard 
measurement technique. 

• Spring flows are recorded in the reports as an average flow throughout tho study period based 
on visual estimations. This introduces several points of potential error, including the visual 
estimation described above as well as error associated with averaging flows under difTerent 
now regimes. To get a better understanding of the spring discharges, we recommend that 
flow measurements be collected as described above and recorded in the reports for high, 
base, and low flow conditions. 

2. \Vater Chemistry Data 
• The reports do not contain information on water chemistry of the springs. lt is our 

understanding that routine water quality measurements are typically used in dye trace studies 
to support the findings of the dye trace studies. We recommend that water quality 
measurements (1.~ .. pH, Temperature, Conductivity, Turbidity) are collected at karst 
discharge points under different flow conditions (high, base, low). 

• Springs determined to be non-karst based on their ' Lions were not included in the dye 
trace studies. Water chemistry for these springs is . included in the reports, therefore, it 
cannot be determined that these springs do not ' . .vc some karst now paths. Therefore, we 
recommend that \~ater samples be eolled ~.l lor these springs to determine, whether or not, 
they have water ehermstry that i· •. ~ates now through carbonate rock (Hardness, pH). 
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3. Monitoring \Veil Data 
• The reports do not include information on the local water table through analysis of existing 

monitoring well data. Furthemwre, the reports contain no references to the Indiana 
Department ofNatund Resources (lDNR), Division of Water (DOW), Ground Water Section 
--Water Well Database, which would provide information on existing wells in and near the 
project srudy areas. We reconuncnd that existing monitoring wcU data he included in the 
reports With the intent being to document the local water tables and to detern1iue if the dye 
trace studies were conducted under high, base, and low conditions. 

4. Cave Fauna Studies 
• For both sections, there arc few detailed cave fauna surveys. We recommend that the reports 

contain expert opinion from the principal author, Dr. Jnlian Lewis, as to why snch a small 
percentage of caves were sampled. It is our opinion that any accessible cave within the 
project corridor, or that could be influenced by hydrology associated with the corridor, 
should be surveyed. An explanation from a cave fauna expert would strengthen the existing 
reports. 

5. Geophysical Studies and Borings 
• The reports do not mention a detailed geophysical analyses or the implementation of a 

drilling program. It is our understanding that programs like these may prove to be beneficial 
as unknown voids (or previously filled sinks) may be located as a result. We recommend 
that studies like these be considered to better defmc subsurface fissures and flow patterns. At 
the least, we recommend a commitment to conducting such additional surveys in high 
priority areas like caves and superfund sites. 

Section 4 Comments 
I. Karst Feature Identification Methodology 

• The report does not clearly explain how the karst feature inventory was conducted. We 
recommend more detailed mformation pertaining to the field inventory effort and methods 
arc included. For example, more specific information on how the transects were established 
(i.e. ofT of centerline coordinates?) and the number of people involved during a typical "field 
day". 

• The accuracy of the GPS is not mentioned in the report, however, during the Studies 
Orientation Field View, June 26 and 27, 2007 it was noted as being sub-meter. We 
recommend this be included in the text. 

• The report indicates that drainage areas to insurgent featnres were determined using an 
ArcHydro GIS model with 10-meter resolution. During the Studies Orientation Field View, 
June 26 and 27, 2007 it was noted that 2-foot contours were used for all areas within the 
study corridor and the Arcl-lydro 10-meter resolution was used for features outside of the 
study comdor. We recommend that this clanfication be added to the report. 
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• The report u~es the "ord "relevant" repeatedly when discussing discharge features. We 
recommend that the word "relevant" be clearly defined at the start of the document or 
replaced with understandable text like '10 gpm and originating in the corridor'. 

• The report assumes all sinkholes to be insurgent features; however, some sinkholes can act as 
resurgence features under high flow conditions. This further supports our recommendation 
that all features be surveyed under the different flow regimes of high, base, and low. 

2 Karst Features and Results 
• Many caves are described as "previously documented", but no reference is provided (pp.IS-

27). We recommended a reference be cited in these instances. 

• Many Caves ( Cave, Cave, Cave, etc.) are described (pp.lS-
27) as "identified for avoidance during alternative development" due to their proximity to the 
corridor or their hydrological connection to the corridor. A great number of caves are 
described as having "[n]o abatement measures ... necessary for this feature" because they arc 
located outside or the study corridor and they are not connected to the study corridor via a 
surface drainage. However, in karst environments surface drainage docs not always match 
subsurface drainage. The authors of the report confirm this when they wrote (p.86) 
"[g]roundwater flowpaths in a karst setting can vary under different flow condit10ns and 
groundwater flow across surface drainage divides is common." This further supports our 
recommendation that dye trace and water chemistry studies should be conducted under high, 
base, and low flow conditions. 

• Cave (p.l9, Figs.33& 34) was fmmd to receive hydrology from within the study 
corridor. Two features (4"1432 and 4-1434) are noted as potentially providing hydrology, 
but recognized as not being studied. The report. and appendices do not further explain these 
two features. We recommend features 4-1432 and 4-1434 are included in the dye trace 
studies, or at the least, included in greater detail in the report with justification as to why they 
were not included in the dye trace studies. We further recnmmend that the Cave 
hydrologic pathways be further studied under different flow conditions as described above. 

• Cave (p.21, Fig. I 0) is reported as potentially bemg hydrologically connected to the 
study comdor via swallet 4-0037 and potent1ally from the area east of Harmony Road and 
north of Mt. Zion Church. We recommend additional studies are conducted as descnbed 
above to detem1ine the hydrologic connections to 
study area. 

Cave associated with the comdor 

• Cave (p.22, Fig.G-28) appears to receive some of its recharge from as 
J3r as 3,000 feet away. Again, we recommend additional studies be conducted, as discussed 
abo~e, to determme the hydrologic connections this cave has to the study corridor. 

• Cave (p.24, Fig.6) is located outside of the study corridor but its 
passage extends towards the corridor. No dye trace results arc included for tl1is cave. We 
recommend additional studies be conducted, as described above, to determine the hydrologic 
connections this cave has to the study corridor, 
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• Karst (p.85, Fig.22) has a high concentration of sinkholes. The sinkholes 
could be the result of quarry activity located nearby. We recorrunend the text of tills section 
of the report include discussion on how quarry dewatering can cause sinkholes to occur. We 
fmthcr recommend that the relationship between these sinkholes and nearby quarry 
operations be further examined either through additional study, as described above, or 
through analysis of exislmg data. Finally, we recommend that alternatives to avoid this area 
completely be examined as sinkhole repair in the future could be problematic and costly. 

3. Potential Measures to Minimize Tmpacls to Karst Areas 
• Alternative drainage (p.48) addresses the importance of implementing alternative drainage 

methods to reduce karst resource impacts. We recommend this section also include 
discussion of the potential negative impacts of drainage diversion (i.e. biological 
implications, water supply, ete.). 

• Mitigation/Treatment (p.48) such as filters, buffers, and containment stmctures are discussed. 
We recorrunend that where impacts cannot be avoided, structural mitigation measures should 
also be discussed. For example, additional kan>t impact mitigation measures such as the use 
of geosynthetic reinforced soil, void grouting, compaction grouting, concrete caps, reinforced 
bridging slabs (land bridges), deep foundations, etc. can also be effective mitigation 
alternatives. It must be noted that drainage and treatment alternatives should be considered 
concurrently so as to not impede drainage in recharge areas thus having potentially harmful 
impacts to cave biota. 

Section 5 Comments 
\. Karst Feature Identification Methodology 

• The report does not clearly explain how the karst feature inventory was conducted. We 
rccorruncnd more detailed information pertaining to the field inventory effort and methods 
are included. For example, more specific information on how the transects were established 
(1.e. off of centerline coordmates?) and the number of people involved during a typical "field 
day". 

• The report states that some small sinkholes were not apparent during the field checks due to 
their small size and vegetative obstruction. This brings into question the field survey 
methods and the time or year the survey was completed. The survey method and time of year 
the survey was completed was brought up during the Studies Orientation Field View, .lnnc 26 
and 27, 2007. At that time the FHWAIINDOT consultant indicated that the surveys were 
conducted during winter months. We rccorruncnd this discrepancy be clarified in the next 
version of the report. 

• The Cave Biology text (pp.29-30) ir .atcs that a "reconnaissance-grade biological survey 
was conducted by an OUL PI"'~- ,~10nal Geolog1st with cave bioinvcntory experience ... " 
This rccorumissancr--gr&:!!' ~urvcy was used to determine which caves should have detailed 
surveys by a cav ._,tota expert. We recommend that a cave-biota expert should make such 
determinatir>n ~. 
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2. Karst FeatCtres and Results 
• The Cave System (p.95, Fig.22) was delineated based on topography and dye trace 

studies with a minimum and maximum potential recharge area. The · Cave System 
includes Cave, Cave Cave, Cave, and Cave. The 
report recommends additional studies to further define the Cave System recharge .u-ea 
(p.99). We recemmend that the additional studies clearly define whether or not all of the 
caves of this system are being used in this determination. Furthennore, we reconunend that 
addilional studies, as desL'libed above, be conducted during htgh, base, and low flows. 

3. Superfund Sites 
• The Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund Site (pp.86-89, Fig.l9) is described historically thro1.1gh 

the U.S. EPA's Record of Decision (ROD) Summary. We recommend that this text be 
supplemented with more information on groundwater stCtdles conducted previously in this 
area. Specifically, we reconunend that the WestinghouseNiacom dye tracing studies be 
reviewed and sununarized, and the U. S. EPA's Five Year Review Report of2005 
(http://www.cna.gov/R5Suocrifivcyear/rcvicws pdf/indiana/lemon lane landfill in.pdf) be 
reviewed and summarized. Based on the PCtblic Health Assessment of 1997, the site is 
underlain by the St. Louis and Salem Limestones. Ground water flow directions in these 
aquifers are stated as varying with low and high ground water conditions. Ibis further 
supports the reconunendation that dye trace studies and associated water quality 
measurements should be conducted during high, base, and low flows. It is our 
recommendation that the redefined Illinois Central Spring recharge area be removed from the 
mapping as it has been created using insllfficient data. We further recommend that the 
monitoring wells >vi thin the Lemon Lane Landfill be included in the updated dye tracer 
studies at this location. 

• Bermett's Dump (p.90, Fig.20) is described historically through the U.S. "F'!PA's Record of 
Decision SummaTy. We recommend that this text be supplemented with more information 
on groundwater stu(hes conducted previously in this area. Specifically, we recommend that 
Westinghouse q1.1arterly groundwater sampling results be reviewed and summarized, and the 
Public Health Assessment of 1997 (http:/lwww .atsdr.cdc. go\'lhac/PHA/blooml/bll toc.htrnl) 
be reviewed and sununarized. The Public Health Assessment of 1997 indicates that 
groundwater is 2.5 to 14 feet below the surface and that groundwater recharge is principally 
from nearby quarries. We recommend that information similar to this he included in the 
revised report and used to guide project dec1sions. We also recommend that the monitoring 
wells within Bennett's Dump be included in the updated dye tracer studies at this location. 



 
 

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 

 

September 11, 2007 

Mr. John R. Davis 
Deputy Director 
Land Management Team 
Department of Natural Resources 
402 West Washington Street 
     Room W256 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
 

Dear Sir: 

On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your 
agency’s review and input regarding potential impacts to Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (L&WCF) properties for Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 
Studies.  Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis project extends from State Road 
37 just north of the intersection of Victor Pike Road (south of Bloomington) via State 
Road 37 to just south of the intersection with State Road 39 (Martinsville).  
 

As indicated on June 25, 2007 by Robert Maydwell of the National Park Service, the 
proposed study area includes two public parks and recreation areas that were developed 
with assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (L&WCF) program.  These 
include 18-00158 (Crestmont Park) and 18-0019A (Master Bloomington Park 
Improvements –A- Cascades Community Park).  As illustrated on the attached figure, 
Crestmont Park is over 1,200 feet east of the project corridor and Cascades Community 
Park is over 850 feet east of the project corridor.  Property will not be acquired or 
developed from either park.  We request consultation to determine any potential conflicts 
with Section 6(f)(3) of the L&WCF Act.  Please contact me the Section 5 project office at 
812-355-1390 if you have any additional questions or concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL BAKER JR., INC. 
 
 
 
 
Mary Jo Hamman, P.E. 
Section 5 Project Manager 

Project Office Section 5 
One City Centre 
Suite 106/108 
120 W. 7th St. 

Bloomington, IN 47404 



D N R Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

September 14, 2007 

Ms. Mary Jo Hamman, P.E. 
Section 5 Project Manager 
One City Centre, Ste. 106/108 
120 W. ih Street 
Bloomington, IN 47404 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Robert Carter Jr., Director 

Division of Outdoor Recreation 
402 W. Washington Street W271 

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2782 
317-232-4070 Fax: 317-233-4648 

www.IN.gov/dnr/outdoor 

.,;_ Re: 1-69, Section 5 
\ 6(f)3 Effects for Crestmont Park, 1800158 & Cascades Community Park, 180019A 

Dear Ms. Hamman 

This letter is in response to your September 11, 2007 LWCF effect inquiry to IDNR Deputy Director John 
Davis. 

Through your description of the project, our department determined that there will be no taking of LWCF 
property out of outdoor recreational use in the above listed properties. Therefore, there is no effect. Thank 
you for consulting with our department. 

If you have other question or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me at 317-232-4075. 

Sincerely, ~~~AJ 

)}wJ.w- (}~7 rxt Bob Bronson, Chief . 
-r' State and Community Outdoor Recreation Planning Section 

Division of Outdoor Recreation, IDNR 

RJB/sdo 

CC: Mr. John Davis, Deputy Director, Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Carol Hood

From: Babey, Amy S LRL [Amy.S.Babey@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2007 10:25 AM
To: Carol Hood; Stanifer, Christie; Andrew_King@fws.gov; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; SULLIVAN, 

JAMES; RANDOLPH, JASON; mclark@idem.IN.gov; Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov; 
Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; Wilson, Joseph J.; Desmond, Josh; Micuda, Tom; 
jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; david.poynter@navy.mil; kday@fs.fed.us; rtaylor@fs.fed.us; 
JEggen@dnr.IN.gov; jhebenstreit@dnr.IN.gov

Cc: Kent Ahrenholtz; Jim Gulick; Dominick Romano; David Goffinet; Carl Camacho; Hilary, 
Michelle; Seeman, Tom; Ben Lawrence; Michelle Allen; Leet, Karl; Mary Jo Hamman; James 
Peyton; Kurt Weiss; Al Ferlo; Mike Grovak; DeSimone, Anthony; Hasty, Michael D LRL

Subject: New Corps of Engineers Project Manager

Good morning everyone:

I wanted to let you know that I have changed jobs and am now working in the Corps of 
Engineers Environmental Engineering Branch.  As such, I am no longer going to be the 
Corps' regulatory project manager for the I-69 project.  The new project manager is Mike 
Hasty.  All future correspondence on I-69 should be addressed to Mike rather than to me.  
Mike can be reached at (502)
315-6676 or at Michael.D.Hasty@LRL02.usace.army.mil.

It was a pleasure working with each of you.

Amy S. Babey
USACE - Louisville District
Environmental Engineering Branch
502-315-6393
502-315-6309 FAX
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Carol Hood

From: Carol Hood
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 10:51 AM
To: 'Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov'
Cc: Al Ferlo; Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Andrew_King@fws.gov; DeSimone, Anthony; 

Ben Lawrence; Carl Camacho; Stanifer, Christie; david.poynter@navy.mil; Desmond, Josh; 
David Goffinet; Dominick Romano; jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; JEggen@dnr.IN.gov; Jim 
Gulick; jhebenstreit@dnr.IN.gov; James Peyton; RANDOLPH, JASON; SULLIVAN, JAMES; 
Wilson, Joseph J.; Kent Ahrenholtz; kday@fs.fed.us; Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; 
Leet, Karl; Kurt Weiss; Michelle Allen; mclark@idem.IN.gov; Mike Grovak; Mary Jo Hamman; 
Hilary, Michelle; Micuda, Tom; rtaylor@fs.fed.us; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; Seeman, Tom

Subject: Final Minutes for I-69 Section 5 (Screening) Agency Coordination Meeting 

Section 5 Agency 
Coord. Mtg_Sc...

All attached are the final minutes from Section 5 Agency Coordination Meeting.

Regards, 

Carol  

-----Original Message-----
From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2007 4:02 PM
To: Carol Hood
Cc: Al Ferlo; Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Andrew_King@fws.gov; DeSimone, Anthony; 
Ben Lawrence; Carl Camacho; Stanifer, Christie; david.poynter@navy.mil; Desmond, Josh; 
David Goffinet; Dominick Romano; jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov; JEggen@dnr.IN.gov; Jim Gulick;
jhebenstreit@dnr.IN.gov; James Peyton; RANDOLPH, JASON; SULLIVAN, JAMES; Wilson, Joseph 
J.; Kent Ahrenholtz; kday@fs.fed.us; Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; Leet, Karl; Kurt 
Weiss; Michelle Allen; mclark@idem.IN.gov; Mike Grovak; Mary Jo Hamman; Hilary, Michelle; 
Micuda, Tom; rtaylor@fs.fed.us; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; Seeman, Tom
Subject: Re: I-69 Section 5 (Screening) Agency Coordination Meeting Draft Minutes

Carol,

Regarding the above referenced draft webcast/meeting minutes -  please change all 
references for Joe Wilson of Gannett Flemming from an EPA "consultant" or "consulting 
firm" to an EPA "contractor".

Thank you,

Virginia Laszewski
Environmental Scientist

US EPA, Region 5
NEPA Implementation, OECA
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: B-19J)
Chicago, IL  60604-3590
Phone:  (312) 886-7501
Fax:  (312) 353-5374
email:  laszewski.virginia@epa.gov

                                                                        
             "Carol Hood"                                               
             <CHood@blainc.co                                           
             m>                                                         
                                                                     To 
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             07/23/2007 04:55         <Amy.S.Babey@lrl02.usace.army.mil 
             PM                       >, "Stanifer, Christie"           
                                      <cstanifer@dnr.IN.gov>,           
                                      <Andrew_King@fws.gov>,            
                                      <scott_pruitt@fws.gov>,           
                                      "SULLIVAN, JAMES"                 
                                      <JSULLIVA@idem.IN.gov>,           
                                      "RANDOLPH, JASON"                 
                                      <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>,           
                                      <mclark@idem.in.gov>, Virginia    
                                      Laszewski/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,        
                                      Kenneth Westlake/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
                                      "Wilson, Joseph J."               
                                      <jwilson@GFNET.com>, "Desmond,    
                                      Josh"                             
                                      <desmondj@bloomington.in.gov>,    
                                      "Micuda, Tom"                     
                                      <micudat@bloomington.in.gov>,     
                                      <jane.hardisty@in.usda.gov>,      
                                      <david.poynter@navy.mil>,         
                                      <kday@fs.fed.us>,                 
                                      <rtaylor@fs.fed.us>,              
                                      <JEggen@dnr.in.gov>,              
                                      <jhebenstreit@dnr.in.gov>         
                                                                     cc 
                                      "Kent Ahrenholtz"                 
                                      <KAhrenholtz@blainc.com>, "Jim    
                                      Gulick" <JGulick@blainc.com>,     
                                      "Dominick Romano"                 
                                      <DRomano@blainc.com>, "David      
                                      Goffinet" <DGoffinet@blainc.com>, 
                                      "Carl Camacho"                    
                                      <CCamacho@blainc.com>, "Hilary,   
                                      Michelle" <mhilary@indot.IN.gov>, 
                                      "Seeman, Tom"                     
                                      <TSEEMAN@indot.IN.gov>, "Ben      
                                      Lawrence"                         
                                      <blawrence@indot.in.gov>,         
                                      "Michelle Allen"                  
                                      <mballen@indot.in.gov>, "Leet,    
                                      Karl" <KLEET@indot.IN.gov>, "Mary 
                                      Jo Hamman"                        
                                      <mhamman@mbakercorp.com>, "James  
                                      Peyton" <JPEYTON@mbakercorp.com>, 
                                      "Kurt Weiss"                      
                                      <KWEISS@mbakercorp.com>, "Al      
                                      Ferlo" <aferlo@akingump.com>,     
                                      "Mike Grovak"                     
                                      <MGrovak@blainc.com>, "DeSimone,  
                                      Anthony"                          
                                      <Anthony.DeSimone@fhwa.dot.gov>   
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                        
                                                                Subject 
                                      I-69 Section 5 (Screening) Agency 
                                      Coordination Meeting Draft        
                                      Minutes                           
                                                                        
                                                                        



3

Hello Everyone.  Attached for your review and comment, if necessary, are draft minutes 
from the July 3rd Internet Webcast/Conf. Call meeting for the Section 5 Screening of 
Alternatives Package.

Regards,

Carol

Carol Hood
Project Coordinator
PMC/Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.
chood@blainc.com

The information contained in this e-mail message is intended only for the personal and 
confidential use of the recipient(s) named above. If you have received this communication 
in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail, and delete the original message.
 [attachment "Section 5 Agency Coord. Mtg_Screening_Draft Minutes_072307.pdf" deleted by 
Virginia Laszewski/R5/USEPA/US]
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Meeting Minutes 
 

Environmental Resource Agency Coordination Meeting/Webcast: 
Section 5– Alternatives Screening Package  

Tuesday, July 3, 2007 - 10:00 a.m. EDT (via Internet Webcast/Conference Call)   
 

Attendees: Jim Gulick - BLA/PMC  
Tony DeSimone – FHWA  David Goffinet - BLA/PMC  
Ben Lawrence – INDOT  Mary Jo Hamman – MBC/Section 5 PM  
Michelle Hilary – INDOT   Jim Peyton – MBC/Section 5  
Tom Seeman – INDOT  Kurt Weiss – MBC/Section 5  
Karl Leet – INDOT  Andy King – USFWS  
Al Ferlo – Akin Gump  Virginia Laszewski – USEPA  
Kent Ahrenholtz – BLA/PMC  Joe Wilson – Gannet Fleming/USEPA Contractor   
Mike Grovak – BLA/PMC  Christie Stanifer, et al. - IDNR  
Carol Hood – BLA/PMC  Jim Sullivan – IDEM  
Dominick Romano – BLA/PMC  Josh Desmond, et al., - Bloomington MPO 

 
 
SECTION 5 PRESENTATION       Mary Jo Hamman 
 
PowerPoint presentation: “Section 5 Environmental Resource Agency Meeting – 
Alternative Screening”  
 
Screening Document:  “Preliminary Alternatives Analysis and Screening for Tier 2, Section 
5 (Bloomington to Martinsville) of the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project” (April 2007) 
 
Mary Jo Hamman (MJH), Section 5 Project Manager, made the Webcast presentation (attached), 
and explained the decision making process undertaken by Section 5 in screening the Preliminary 
Alternatives to identify the recommended Alternatives Carried Forward for detailed analysis in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
 
It was emphasized that the Section 5 project consists of upgrading an existing facility.  Therefore, 
alternative development and screening were based far more on analysis of access and travel 
patterns than was the case with Sections 1-4 (where alternatives are on new alignment).  Jim 
Peyton (JP) of Baker added that to avoid impacts to existing infrastructure proximate to SR 37, 
alternatives emphasized avoiding grade changes from existing SR 37, and also to maintain the 
existing horizontal alignment wherever possible.   
 
Virginia Laszewski of USEPA introduced Joe Wilson as a USEPA contractor.   
 
Following are questions, responses and comments regarding specific subjects covered in the 
presentation.   
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Questions, Responses and Comments 
 
Q:  Were the Bat Surveys for Section 5 sent to USEPA? 
 
A: Section 5 does not have a completed Biological Assessment (BA) yet.  The Bat Survey 

information will be included in that document.   
 
Q:  The screening document does not fully explain how alignments were screened using the 

performance measures listed in the Purpose and Need section (see pages 50 & 51 of the 
Alt. Screening Packet); there should be a better meshing of the goals and screening 
discussions.   

 
A:   The alterative screening was based upon access considerations and impacts; purpose and 

need was not a factor in alternatives screening.  Purpose and need measures will be a 
factor in selecting a preferred alternative.  Moreover, the Preferred Alternative for 
Section 5 is unlikely to be exactly either Alternative 4 or Alternative 5, as described in 
the Screening Document – the mainlines of the two alternatives are nearly identical.  
Rather, the preferred alternative will be determined by selecting combinations from the 
“decision points” listed in the document.  Microsimulation of the traffic patterns has not 
been completed at these locations.  Performance measures, in combination with these 
detailed traffic forecasts, will be a factor in determining the preferred alternative.  The 
results will be detailed in the DEIS.   

 
Q: The frontage road east of I-69, north of That Road seems to go through a heavily forested 

area; why is this?  Will this be explained in the DEIS? 
  
A: This frontage road is on a ridge running between karst features, and avoids impacts to 

these features.  A more in-depth explanation will be provided in the DEIS.   
 
Q: In the mainline shift (to the east) near Fullerton Pike, what will happen to the existing 

pavement? If it is removed, could that area potentially be used as a retention area for 
highway stormwater runoff, as well as runoff from the adjacent hospital? 

 
A: Since this area will include a shift of the mainline alignment, the existing pavement will 

likely be removed.  That area could be used for stormwater retention from I-69, but 
unlikely that INDOT would provide retention on behalf of the hospital (i.e., a private 
entity).  The I-69 project will manage runoff from the highway project to maintain water 
quality, but INDOT does not have jurisdiction over water quality issues relating to 
adjoining, local, or private development. 

 
Q: What about cumulative impact to water quality? 
 
A:   Water quality is a resource for which cumulative impacts will be evaluated.  Cumulative 

impacts will consider I-69 as well as other actions, including both existing actions (such 
as the hospital) and those which are reasonably foreseeable.  Mitigation to these impacts 
will be discussed.  Discussion of the activities of the hospital can consider only publicly 
available information about its drainage plans or activities.   
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Q: What is the date of the aerial maps from the Alternative Screening Packet? 
 
A: 2004 
 
C: Having an exhibit which shows those parcels which have only direct access to existing SR 

37 would be helpful. 
 
A: This comment will be considered as part of the development of the subsequent DEIS 

figures.  It could help illustrate the rationale for screening decisions.  
 
Q: In the area of the Hoosier Energy facility (north of Walnut), has consideration been given 

for using just back roads instead of new frontage roads? 
 
A: As a general rule, Section 5 has attempted to incorporate the existing parallel local 

roadways into the frontage road system throughout the corridor.  However, in this 
particular location, there are unique circumstances which prohibit that approach.  1) 
Heavy vehicles are prohibited on Showers Road due to local load restrictions (based on 
ordinance).  2) Bridge 913, a historic structure, cannot accommodate the weight of the 
Hoosier Energy heavy vehicles on a regular basis. 3) Hoosier Energy, which currently 
has direct access to existing SR 37 will experience significant changes to access to their 
main distribution facility and will require two access points (a primary and a 
secondary/emergency access).  Consideration was given to relocating this facility as part 
of the project, but to do so would be extremely expensive. 4) There are large farm parcels 
that would have to be acquired if there is no frontage road.  All of these factors led to the 
proposed frontage road system between Walnut and Sample Roads as shown in 
Alternatives 4 & 5.   

  
Q: In the area of the Chambers Pike / Crossover Road overpass, why does the west frontage 

road “bow out?”  Couldn’t it be kept closer to the mainline?  Or, couldn’t that frontage 
road pass under the overpass without connecting to it and continue, hugging the 
mainline? 

 
A: In order to provide east-west continuity at this location, the two sections of roadway 

(overpass and frontage road) need to be kept at the same grade.  The alternative would 
require additional roadway elevation and increase impacts from the fill/cuts required to 
provide this additional elevation.  The possibility of not connecting the frontage road with 
the Chambers / Crossover overpass can be considered.   Some additional design options 
may be explored at this interchange. 

 
Q: Has consideration been given to potential locations for wildlife passages?   
 
A: Not at this time; however, they will be considered following the screening of alternatives. 
 
Q: The Split Diamond Interchange at Tapp Road, depicted in the Alternative 5 map, has 

sinkholes in the vicinity of the connecting frontage roads.  Will Alternative 5 put 
additional stress on these sinkholes? 
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A: This scenario may place more pavement over buried sinkholes.   This is a consideration 

that will be weighed with the other pros and cons of this decision point.  For example, an 
overpass at Tapp Road instead of the split diamond (Alternative 4) would result in 
increased traffic on Tapp Road, requiring additional improvements and associated 
impacts. Traffic micro-simulation will be used to assist in the evaluation.   

  
Q: Between Tapp Road and Fullerton Pike, where are the high and low points?  Where does 

the water drain?   
 
A: On the east side, water drains to the southeast toward Clear Creek; on the west side it 

moves southwest toward an unnamed tributary which enters Clear Creak further to the 
south and southeast.   

 
Q: If you have extra property at the location what will you do with it?   
 
A: In some cases, it may be suitable for mitigation (i.e., wetland or forest development, 

water retention, etc.).   
 
C: Regarding a Fullerton Pike interchange, it appears this will impact the planned medical 

facility to the northeast and the existing Hospital to the southwest. It was suggested that 
the I-69 project attempt, if possible, to coordinate runoff diversion with private entities. 

  
A: Again, it was noted that INDOT has no jurisdiction over water quality issues resulting 

from private development. 
 
Q: Would it be possible to use a combination of features in Alternatives 4 & 5 to have a 

southbound entrance & exit only at Kinser Pike and northbound entrance & exit only at 
Walnut (in order to eliminate the lengthy frontage road running east from the Kinser 
interchange)?   

 
A: Southbound traffic in particular needs either the connectivity provided by the Walnut 

Street interchange or via the lengthy access road running east from the Kinser 
interchange. This is the main southbound movement into Bloomington.  There are also 
several businesses in that area (along Walnut St., east of SR 37) which will utilize this 
feature as their most direct connection to the interstate.   

 
Q: Why doesn’t the (western) frontage road in the vicinity of Bottom Road (from the Walnut 

interchange or overpass) run along the path of the existing Bottom Road? 
 
A: Monroe County and Bloomington have plans to alleviate flooding that commonly occurs 

along the existing road.  It is a main route to and from the sewage treatment plant, and 
currently follows so close to Beanblossom Creek that it floods often.  This redesign puts 
it on higher ground. 

 
Q: Why can’t a Kinser Pike interchange become the new “Gateway to Bloomington” (as 

opposed to existing Walnut Street)?  This could allow INDOT to remove some of the 
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wetland impacts to Bean Blossom Creek that were introduced with the construction of the 
current roadway layout. 

 
A: A new interchange at Kinser Pike could function as a “Gateway to Bloomington” if the 

access point were moved to this location, but that would not necessarily allow the 
removal of the existing encroachment in the floodplain.  Historic Bridge 913 is located 
immediately east of the existing Walnut St. interchange.  The State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) has stated it must be kept in use or it could be the subject of 
“condemnation by neglect.”  The connection to the sewage plant is another consideration. 

 
Q: Wasn’t it stated that Hoosier Energy could not use Bridge 913?  Can this be clarified? 
 
A: They would use it as a secondary route for standard service trucks during emergency 

situations/bad weather situations and for occasional/emergency use for all but the 
heaviest loads (i.e. short axial base cranes).  Hoosier Energy is aware of the weight 
restrictions on the bridge and of the SHPO’s desire to maintain its usage.  With 
Alternative 5, other vehicles would use the bridge. 

 
Q: The area near the Walnut Street interchange/overpass is floodplain; has consideration 

been given to putting the connecting roadway on pylons?   
 
A: No.  The encroachment to flow in this area has already been established with the raised 

grade mainline of existing SR 37.  The impacts will be very similar in nature to the 
existing condition.   Building the frontage road on pylons would not reduce the impacts to 
the floodplain, since the flow restriction/encroachment would continue. 

 
C: It was strongly suggested that the decision point regarding access at Walnut St. versus 

access at Kinser Pike will require a high level of documentation in the DEIS.  There are 
significant trade-offs between multiple resources at these two locations. 

 
Q: Who is responsible for frontage road runoff, maintenance, etc.?    
 
A: During construction, INDOT would be responsible; after completion, the frontage roads 

would be turned over to the counties/city.  The relinquishment agreements between the 
state and the local entities will be in place prior to the commencement of construction.   

 
Q: Why isn’t it better to simply purchase properties than build these frontage roads to serve 

them – particular in the Simpson Chapel and areas to the north to Liberty Church?    
 
A: In many areas, there parcels are very large; INDOT would be required to purchase the 

entire land-locked parcel.  In the Liberty Church area, additional development is 
expected.  It is possible that development may occur in some of these locations 
(particularly in the northeast quadrant at Liberty Church Road), such that the connectivity 
between parcels will be provided by the development.  In those cases, INDOT would re-
evaluate the need to construct another frontage road.  There are some areas (near Bryant 
Creek, for example) where parcels would be purchased rather than putting in frontage 
roads to serve them.  Each scenario was evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
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Q: Is it safe to say you are leaning toward a Liberty Church interchange? 
 
 A: Based on strong public support, impacts, etc., Liberty Church Road is a likely candidate 

for an interchange.  It will continue to be evaluated – no final decision has been made.   
 
Q: Where is the Wellhead Protection area? 
 
A: Section 5 has only one Wellhead Protection Area; it is located in the vicinity of the motel 

(on Old SR 37, on the east side, north of Liberty Church Road).  The Wellhead Protection 
Area has a 2,000 foot diameter (the default for a single transient or non-community well 
or less than 70 gallons per minute capacity).   

 
C: It would be helpful to have sinking streams on the alternative maps so we can better see 

where they are in relation to the alternatives.   
 
A: The figures showing the sinking streams are currently in the Karst technical report, and 

will be included in the DEIS. 
 
Q: Will the Karst Report be finalized before the DEIS?  Can a copy of the Final Karst 

Report be sent in advance of the DEIS? 
 
A: The Karst Report will be modified in response to agency comments, selection of the 

preferred alternative and subsequent calculation of the annual pollutant loads for the karst 
drainage features.  It will be redistributed to the MOU signatory parties for review prior 
to the DEIS.  The Final Karst Report will be included as an appendix to the DEIS. 

 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of the status of the 
items discussed at the close of the meeting.     



Carol Hood 

From: Matt Riehle

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2007 11:36 AM

To: fbrown@dnr.in.gov

Cc: Jason Dupont; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood

Subject: I-69 Active Coal Mine Permit Areas

Page 1 of 1

10/30/2007

Mr. Brown, 
  
We are in the process of creating the Environmental Impact Statements for the proposed I-69 corridor from Evansville to 
Indianapolis.  GIS information is needed that displays the boundaries of any active coal mine permits in and around the 
corridor.  Through previous correspondence with the Department of Reclamation we received this information within the 
corridor area; however, we would also like to be aware of anything within 5 miles of the corridor. 
  
Attached is a shapefile (Coordinate System: NAD83 Zone16N Meters) that displays the area of interest.  Previous permit 
data received from the DOR appears to be from 2004, therefore, could you please provide the boundaries of all active 
coal permits within or touching the 5-mile buffer to ensure that we have the latest data? 
  
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.  
  
Thanks, 
  
Matt Riehle 
Environmental Scientist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN 47715 
Phone: (812) 479-6200 
Toll Free: (800) 423-7411 
Fax: (812) 479-6262 
mriehle@blainc.com 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

Meeting with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
At USFWS Bloomington, IN Field Office 

December 5, 2007 at 1:00 p.m. EST  
 

Attendee Organization 
Andy King USFWS 
Jason DuPont  Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA/PMC) 
Jeremy Kieffner  BLA 
Kia Gillette  BLA 
 
Representatives from BLA met with USFWS on December 5, 2007 at the USFWS Bloomington Field 
Office.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Section 3 Biological Assessment (BA) and 
changes from the Section 1 BA that should be included in subsequent BAs.  
 
The attached list (developed by BLA) contains information that was requested by and provided to 
USFWS after submittal of the original Section 1 BA.  This list was provided to USFWS during the 
meeting and is anticipated to be the basis of revisions/additions for subsequent Tier 2 BAs. 
 
Discussion of Items on Attached List  
 

• No truck weigh stations or additional INDOT maintenance facilities are being proposed as part of 
I-69.  The Washington project office was acquired by INDOT and may be used as a maintenance 
facility for roads in the area.  This was an existing facility and did not require any habitat 
clearing.  Per USFWS, this does not need to be included in the Section 3 BA. 

• Unless specifically identified/targeted in the Tier 2 Mitigation Plan, landlocked parcels are 
anticipated to remain under their existing land use, as they would be anticipated to be sold as 
excess land ultimately.  While they are owned by INDOT, there would be no plan for mowing or 
other maintenance on the land. 

• All reasonably certain indirect roadway improvements resulting from I-69 outside of the mainline 
I-69 will be included in the EIS and BAs. 

• Regarding utility relocations, a high transmission power line tower may need to be relocated near 
the proposed US 231 interchange.  This should be included in the Section 3 BA. 

• An estimation of impacts from possible privately-owned billboards should be included in the 
cumulative impacts discussion. (Note: According to 23 CFR 750, billboards are only permitted on 
commercially owned developed properties. Impacts on forest land should be minimal because 
billboards should not be placed on forested, non-commercial land by federal regulation. 
Billboards in forested areas are “non-compliant” and if “legal” were built before the law took 
effect.) Cell towers require their own USFWS review and will not be a part of the I-69 
assessment. 

• BLA will investigate where native vegetation could be planted within the ROW.  This could be 
possible within the SR 58 interchange.  This information will be included in the BA.   

• For Section 3, 25 acres of tree cover within the West Fork (Elnora) maternity colony was 
estimated to be impacted by privately-funded legal drain maintenance.  This was along Weaver 
and Vertrees Ditches.  BLA will contact these watershed groups in order to determine future 
plans and attempt to obtain formal letters from the groups regarding the potential for additional 
clearing. 

• The data included in Table 2 from the Sec 1 Tier 2 BO detailing forest transect data will be 
included in Section 3’s BA with the appropriate Section 3 data. 
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• The distance between forest cleared within the maternity colony and the proposed mitigation site 
(or nearest impact site if outside colony) will be included in the BA. 

• The indirect and cumulative analysis shall include the number of homes and businesses relocated.  
Some of the homes may relocate in forested areas.  Information from the EIS regarding available 
comparable housing will be included as well for the assessment. 

• Mitigation site criteria includes 50% survival of planted tree species.  USFWS will discuss this 
internally as some other plans have higher survival requirements. 

• The best available schedule for mitigation site construction will be included in the Section 3 BA.  
For Section 3, it is anticipated that this will be in advance of highway construction. 

• Potential partners for mitigation site management or long-term monitoring will be included in the 
BA. 

• Any anticipated development needs to be included such as the Crane Tech Park.  Any protected 
areas also need to be included such as publicly owned properties or Classified Forests.  Zoning 
should be included if it exists in the area. 

• The most recent aerial photos should be reviewed to see if any impacts have occurred to colony 
areas, including Google Earth.  The date of the photograph will be included.  

• No additional maternity colonies have been identified in the I-69 Action Area. 
• Connectivity from impact sites to roost trees and mitigation site will be discussed in the BA.   

 
Additional Items Requested by USFWS 
 

• Include as many details as possible about the mitigation site including letter of intent or status of 
property acquisition. 

• Explain any differences between the Tier 1 BA and Addendum data and what is presented in the 
Section BAs. 

• Include the list of species and success criteria for the mitigation site. 
• Do not include specifics on timber harvesting if using a conservation easement.  Just state that 

this could be done “in consultation with USFWS.” 
• Include the purchase agreement for the mitigation site in the BA. 
• Include any existing habitat descriptions for the mitigation site that will benefit the bat.  We need 

to show how the mitigation site will benefit the Indiana bat in the short term and long term.  This 
could include water sources, presence of snags, possible foraging areas, or roost trees. 

• Include any proposed wildlife crossings. 
• If an interchange design has not yet been determined, include an Indiana bat “worst case” 

scenario. 
• Include a discussion and figure of any areas where Indiana bats may be likely to cross the 

highway. 
• Include seasonal tree cutting restrictions for borrow areas and any other commitments. 
• Include discussion about maintenance and operation of the highway including: mowing, herbicide 

use, resurfacing, bridge replacement, road salt use, water quality short term and long term 
impacts.  

• Include a map of the mitigation site, roost trees, capture sites, and I-69 along with discussion of 
connectivity to the highway and the SR 57 bridge 

• Section 7 consultation is no longer required for the bald eagle and terms and conditions are no 
longer binding, this could be included in the introduction.  Impacts will be discussed in the NEPA 
document and protections afforded by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act will still apply.   

• USFWS may be revising their policy regarding impacts and mitigation to individual bats (Joe 
Bat).  Recent consultation in other USFWS Regions has included mitigation that provides benefit 
to the species but not necessarily the individuals which are impacted by the contemplated action.  
Previously, impacts needed to be mitigated such that the mitigation will benefit the bats to be 
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impacted.  If the new draft policy is finalized and approved, then the USFWS may allow 
mitigation that would benefit Indiana bats at a different location (e.g. outside of the action area).  
This may require further evaluation to establish Indiana bat presence and thus anticipated benefit 
from proposed mitigation outside of the action area. 
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BA Additional Information 

Requested by USFWS 
December 3, 2007 

 
 

1. Truck Weigh Stations/INDOT Maintenance Facilities 
 
2. Likelihood of purchasing landlocked parcels? How will they be managed? Mowed or 

return to native vegetation? 
 

3. Any reasonably certain additional road improvements? 
 

4. How many large, night-lighted traffic directional/informational signs will be erected? 
 

5. Utility (natural gas pipelines and/or electrical powerlines) relocations?  If so, will they 
clear forest? 

 
6. New cell towers and privately-owned billboards, how likely and where are they likely to 

occur? 
 

7. Commitment for native revegetation within the ROW 
 

8. Formal letters from county surveyors regarding legal drain maintenance 
 

9. Forest Plots – (Note: methodology has been revised) 
 

10. Snags within the ROW 
 

11. Representative photographs of forest plots/transects 
 

12. Acres and % of forest impacted within colonies 
 

13. Forest mitigation and replacement ratios for impacts within the colony 
 

14. Distance between forest cleared within colony and mitigation site 
 

15. Indirect and Cumulative impacts 
 

16. Will vs May for species to be planted in mitigation site.   
 

17. Mitigation site success criteria 
 

18. When will mitigation begin and be completed? 
 

19. Who is responsible for monitoring and maintaining the mitigation area while it is being 
established? 
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20. Who is responsible for periodically monitoring the mitigation area in perpetuity to make 

sure CE restrictions are met?  Have any partners been identified to assist with this? 
 

21. Any specific known or anticipated development (industrial parks, housing additions, etc.) 
 

22. Forest transect data (including “General Size Class” and “Upper Canopy Dominant Tree 
Species” 

 
23. New 2006 landcover data  

 
24. Total acres in original SAA and expanded SAA 

 
25. Most recent available aerial photos should be reviewed for colonies (2005?)  

 
26.  Additional recorded maternity colonies 

 
27. Connectivity 

 
 
 

 
 



DATE: 

TO: 

BERNARDIN • LOCHMUELLER & ASSOCIATES INC. 
One Source for a World of Solutions 

6125 South East Street/US 31 South 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46227 

Telephone (317) 222.3880 • Toll Free (888) 830-6977 • FAX (317) 222.3881 

TRANSMITTAL 
December 21,2007 

Mr. Ken Westlake 
Chief, NEPA Implementation Section 
USEPA, Region V 
77 vyest Jackson Boulevard (B-19J) 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

ATTENTION: Ms. Virginia Laszewski 

WE TRANSMIT: 

D Attached 

VIA: 

D Under Separate Cover [gl In Accordance With Your Request 

D UPS D Overnight UPS D Personal Delivery [gl Other: USPS 

No.# Copies Dated Description 

1 1/26/06 
1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies Cave 
Reconnaissance for Indiana Bat Hibernacula 

REMARKS: 

Dear Ms. Laszewski, 

Attached please find a hard copy of the cave reconnaissance report for the 1-69 project 

in southwestern Indiana. Please contact .Jason DuPont at 812-469-4085 or 

jdupont@blainc.com if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 

By: Kia M. Gillette 

Environmental Project Manager 
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Carol Hood

From: Jason Dupont

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2008 10:51 AM

To: 'garra.catherine@epa.gov'; 'laszewski.virginia@epa.gov'; 'Andrew_King@fws.gov'; 'Stanifer, Christie'; 
'mbuffington@dnr.in.gov'; 'Hasty, Michael D LRL'; 'RANDOLPH, JASON'

Cc: 'Michelle Allen (mballen@indot.in.gov)'; 'Sperry, Steve'; Phillabaum, Richard; 'jmott@indot.in.gov'; 
RBUSKIRK@indot.in.gov; 'Lawrence, Ben'; 'TSEEMAN@indot.IN.gov'; 'Butts, David'; 'DeSimone, Anthony'; 
Tom Cervone; Jeremy Kieffner; Kia Gillette; Kent Ahrenholtz; Carol Hood; Rusty Yeager; Matt Riehle; Mike 
Grovak

Subject: I-69 Mitigation Tracking

Page 1 of 1

2/4/2008

Dear People,

In response to previous agency requests, and as discussed at the previous I-69 Water Resources Technical Coordination 
Team Meeting, attached for your review and comment is a draft version of the tracking system that has been developed in 
consultation with INDOT and FHWA for the I-69 project.  The GIS linked database will include parcel specific information 
for all sites purchased and constructed for I-69 compensatory mitigation.  The attached PDF document contains a brief 
overview of the system along with screenshots showing the current tracking system interface and report forms.  Please 
provide any comments by 3-7-08 so that we can address any needed modifications.  If you have any questions regarding 
the system, please contact me or Matt Riehle of my staff at the number listed below.

Thanks,
Jason

Jason DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812-479-6200 
Ph. 800-423-7411 
Fax 812-479-6262 
jdupont@blainc.com



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis
Mitigation Tracking System 

The following pages contain screenshots that give a brief overview of the proposed Mitigation 
Tracking System designed to provide an up-to-date inventory of each property selected to 
compensate for wetland, forest, and stream impacts caused by the construction of I-69 from 
Evansville to Indianapolis. The system is made up of a database portion, utilizing Microsoft 
Access and a GIS mapping portion, utilizing ESRI ArcMap 9.  The database portion provides a 
step-by-step process to input and update information on new and existing mitigation properties, 
quickly prints reports on individual properties or overall summaries, and contains a Main 
Switchboard to easily direct a user to any of these processes.  The GIS mapping portion is 
designed as a single layer with multiple levels of information that can be added to an existing GIS 
map. The mapping provides a platform to view property locations, view planting and design 
plans, provide a live link to database information that updates as the database is updated, and 
provides hyperlinks to photos and reports.  The data shown in the forms and reports is either 
sample data or subject to change. 

The first screenshot (on page 3) shows the Main Switchboard of the database. By pressing the 
first button, “Input/Edit Property Information”, the Property Input form is opened. This form 
contains 5 tabs to enter general property information, insert photographs, insert maps, input 
monitoring information, and input associated permit and contract numbers.  The appearance of 
each tab is shown on pages 4-8.   

The screenshot on page 9 shows the Main Switchboard again with the second button highlighted, 
“View Individual Property Report”.  Pressing this button opens another window with a drop-
down box with each property in the database listed (page 10).  By selecting a property from the 
list, and clicking the “OK” button, a 5-page property report of the selected mitigation property is 
returned.  By leaving the drop-down blank and clicking “OK”, all property reports are returned.  
A sample property report can be found on pages 11-15.   

Page 16 shows the Main Switchboard once again, with the third button “View Mitigation 
Summary Report” highlighted.  This returns a 1-page report showing a brief summary of all I-69 
mitigation properties, broken out and totaled by I-69 section, with an I-69 overall total at the 
bottom.  A sample of this report can be found on page 17. 

The “View Summary Report by HUC08 Watershed” button, shown on page 18, prints a summary 
report (page 19) of each mitigation property within each watershed. The “View Permit/Contract 
Numbers by Property” button, shown on page 20, allows a user to select an individual property 
(page 21) and view all permit and contract numbers associated with that mitigation site (page 22).  
By leaving the property selection box blank and clicking “OK”, a complete summary of all 
contract and permit numbers associated with I-69 can be displayed.  

Pages 24-27 show screenshots of the GIS portion of the tracking system. Page 24 shows that the 
GIS layer can be added to an existing map with background information such as roads, aerial 
photograph, etc., in this case, USGS Topography.  Page 25 shows how the GIS layer links to the 
database to retrieve information.  Nearly all of the information displayed in the identify box is 
being pulled from and is updated from the Access database.  Page 26 shows how the proposed or 
existing planting zones can be mapped, with information attached to each zone.  The arrows on 
the map show the location and the direction that each photo was taken. The layer also contains 
hyperlinks to each photo that can be opened directly from the map (page 27).  Hyperlinks are also 
attached to open a PDF document of the individual property report described previously.  

Revised
January 28, 2008



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Mitigation Tracking System 

Access Database 

Page 2 of 27

Subsequent mitigation maps have been deleted.
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Administration 

1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Mitigation Property Tracking 

View Individual Property Report 

View Summary Report by Section 

View Summary Report by HUC08 Watershed 

View Permit/Contract Numbers by Property 

Updated: January 23, 2008 

BERNARDIN· LOCHMUELLER 
& ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Tract 10\0ESA JhtjlltU~i I 
1-69 Section 11 v I 

Propertv Location 

Tract Name 2 ._IN:::/Ac.:._ _____ _J Manager ._IIN:::D:.:D:.:Tc_ ______ _J 

County !Gibson 
Political Township :i'IU;::n;=::ion=· '=====: 

Section Township Range 

1-- II W 
Indiana Bat Maternity Colony 
I Pigeon Creek v I 

Mitigation Summarv 
TotaiAcres 1161.2 I 

Wetlands 

Credits Required 
Emergent 311 2.321 Acres 

Forested 211 0.061 Acres 

Scrub-Shrub Oil 01 Acres 

Open Water Oil 01 Acres 

Current Status 

Upland Forests 

Reforested Preserved 
Forest Credits 95.411 31.91 Acres 

Forest Required 901 Acres 

SheamS: 

Stream Credit I 182701 Feet 

Stream Required I 145731 Feet 

Phase !Planning/Design v I Purchased !Yes v I Designed !Yes v I Constructed ~ Released~ 
Purchase Type "'IE;::as=e=m=en:,-t --~..,=-.1 

Hydrology 
Basin !Lower Ohio v I 8-Digit HUC 105140202 v 114-Digit HUC 105140202020050 

Comment I Nearing bidding process. 

of 3 



Page 5 of 27

T •actiD\DESII !071 0405! 

Photo 1 
Photc•s '71 0405 1 

-- --.- -. 

Future Planting Area (SW Quad) · 
Taken from SW Corner of Property 
facing E·SE 

Photo 3 

of 3 
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Field Monitoring Results 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Herbace.ous Filter 

of 3 
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Tract 10\DESII 10710405 1 

DES Numbers 
DES II Type 

~ llfJIU:!!li IIPrimary 
Description 

v 111·69 Section 1 Mitigation Site Construction 

0300377 I! Secondary tV 111·69 Section 1 Roadway Blanket Number 

Road/Bridge Contract Numbers 

I 

I 

Conlract II Type Description 
~ IIR-29023 li"'IP""rim"'a:...ry--v"l r.lln..:sc.:.er:=it D"-e'"'s:.:c,'-'ip""tio_n ________________________ , 

I 
*I II vii I 

Section 404 Permit Numbers (USACE) 

I 

404 Permit II Type Description 
~ILRL·2007·1043·asb IIPrimary rv lr.lln..:sc.:.er:=itD"-e'"'s:.:cr:..:ip""tio_n ________________________ , 

*I II tVH I 

Section 401 Permit Numbers (IDEM) 
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~ 12007·513·87-JWR·A I !"'IP""rim"'a:...ry--v=:~l rFIW7a"-te;:.;r :;;Q:..:ua:.;:lit:..:y""C-er'"tif~ic-:at~io-n "'Pe-rm~i"'lf,...or-a"'ll -:of""l·""69=se-c""tio-n...,1,---------------, 

*I II tVH I 

DNR Fish/Wildlife Tracking Numbers 
F'W II Type Description 

~ DNR·FW·T est llf''"rim"'a:...ry--v"lr.T..:es"-t-i-iN"'um:..;b:.:e:..:r --------------------------. 

* I vi 
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View Individual Propertcy Report 

Select a property from the drop-down list and click "OK" to view the individual 
prop.erty report, or leave-blank and s.ele.ct "OK" to view all property reports. 
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i!il! View Permi1 N~mbers l8J 

View Permits/Contracts by Property 

Select a property from the drop-down ~st and click '10K" to view :a.n permits. 
and contract" nu·mbers associated with the· mitigation site, or leave blank-and 
select "OK'' to view all permits. 

Select Property: f=---:-=-=~--.,.,-,--r.:----,,....,.,--,----'-' '"'=t 
Tract ID 1169 Section I Tract Name! 
0710405 I 
8888888 3 irestt 



Ty
pe

D
es

cr
ip

tio
n

I-6
9 

Ev
an

sv
ill

e 
to

 In
di

an
ap

ol
is

As
so

ci
at

ed
 P

er
m

it/
C

on
tr

ac
t N

um
be

rs
Tr

ac
t I

D
 

/D
ES

#
I-6

9
Se

ct
io

n
Pe

rm
it

/C
on

tr
ac

t I
D

C
on

tr
ac

t N
um

be
r

P
rim

ar
y

IR
-2

90
23

In
se

rt 
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n
07

10
40

5
1

D
ES

 N
um

be
r

P
rim

ar
y

07
10

40
5

I-6
9 

S
ec

tio
n 

1 
M

iti
ga

tio
n 

S
ite

 C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n
07

10
40

5
1

S
ec

on
da

ry
03

00
37

7
I-6

9 
S

ec
tio

n 
1 

R
oa

dw
ay

 B
la

nk
et

 N
um

be
r

07
10

40
5

1

D
N

R
 F

is
h/

W
ild

lif
e 

ID
P

rim
ar

y
D

N
R

-F
W

-T
es

t
Te

st
 N

um
be

r
07

10
40

5
1

Se
ct

io
n 

40
1 

ID
P

rim
ar

y
20

07
-5

13
-8

7-
JW

R
-A

W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

er
tif

ic
at

io
n 

P
er

m
it 

fo
r a

ll 
of

 I-
69

 S
ec

tio
n 

1
07

10
40

5
1

Se
ct

io
n 

40
4 

ID
P

rim
ar

y
LR

L-
20

07
-1

04
3-

as
b

In
se

rt 
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n
07

10
40

5
1

M
on

da
y,

 J
an

ua
ry

 2
8,

 2
00

8
Pa

ge
 1

 o
f 1

P
ag

e 
22

 o
f 2

7



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 
Mitigation Tracking System 

GIS Mapping 

Page 23 of 27



From: Andrew_King@fws.gov [mailto:Andrew_King@fws.gov] 
Sent: Fri 2/15/2008 4:53 PM 
To: Eubank, Christopher T Mr NGIN; Cox, Phil Mr CTR USA AMC; Jane.Hardisty@in.usda.gov; 
kday@fs.fed.us; cdmccreedy@fs.fed.us; Andrews, Steven CIV NAVFAC MW; Miller, Brady J CIV NSA 
Crane, N45; Osmon, Trent D CIV NSA Crane, N45; Cloud, Paul D SBCCOM; Dupaquier, Kerry R Mr INAAP; 
Kimery Vories; Briggeman, Ramona; Katie Smith; mbuffington@dnr.IN.gov; jrobb@idem.in.gov; 
richard.jones@in.ngb.army.mil; john.konik@lre02.usace.army.mil; doug.shelton@lrl02.usace.army.mil; 
'Kenneth.D.Puckett@LRL02.USACE.ARMY.MIL'; art.howard@in.ngb.army.mil; jseifert@dnr.IN.gov; 
ckeller@dnr.IN.gov; RANDOLPH, JASON; Robert.Tally@dot.gov; DeSimone, Anthony; 
mballen@indot.in.gov; RBUSKIRK@indot.in.gov; Cloud, Paul D RDECOM; Scott_Pruitt@fws.gov; 
FW3_FO_ES_Bloomington_FO%FWS@fws.gov; Jeffrey_Kiefer@fws.gov; Dan_McGuckin@fws.gov; 
Elizabeth_McCloskey@fws.gov; Rick_Ward@fws.gov; Marc_Webber@fws.gov; Joe_Robb@fws.gov; 
Bill_McCoy@fws.gov 
Cc: Lee_Andrews@fws.gov; Mike_Armstrong@fws.gov; Mary_M_Knapp@fws.gov; 
Angela_Zimmerman@fws.gov; Craig_Czarnecki@fws.gov; Jessica_Hogrefe@fws.gov; 
Richard_C_Nelson@fws.gov; Jody_Millar@fws.gov; Joyce_Collins@fws.gov; Theresa_Davidson@fws.gov; 
Jennifer_Szymanski@fws.gov; John Whitaker Jr.; Dale Sparks; Tim Carter; rslack@ecotechinc.com; 
vbrack@environmentalsi.com; Jeff Brown; Jo Hargis; Warf, Jennifer E; Tom Cervone; Jason Dupont; 
bdeetsch@redwing.win.net 
Subject: New Indiana Bat Tree-clearing Dates for IN and Revised Forest Mgmnt. Guidelines 

 
Dear Forest and Land Managers in Indiana,  
 
Please find below a letter announcing some recent changes to the standard tree-clearing dates for the 
federally endangered Indiana bat within the State of Indiana and a revised copy of the Bloomington Field 
Office Forest Management Guidelines for Informal Section 7 Consultations on Indiana Bats within the 
State of Indiana.  
 
NOTE:  Although the new tree-clearing dates broadly apply to all federal activities in Indiana, the other 
forest management guidelines do not directly apply to development, transportation, or other projects that 
would permanently remove forest habitat (i.e., they are geared towards lands actively managed for 
commercial timber harvest).    
 
 
 
Please share this message with those whom these changes may affect.  If you should have any 
questions, please contact BFO Supervisor, Scott Pruitt, or myself.   Thank you for your understanding and 
ongoing efforts to recover the Indiana bat.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Andy King  
________________________ 
R. Andrew King 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Bloomington Field Office 
620 S. Walker Street 
Bloomington, IN  47403 
Phone:  812-334-4261 x216 
Fax:  812-334-4273 
 



United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273 

14 February 2008 

Dear Forest and Land Managers in Indiana, 

As many of you have heard, the Bloomington Field Office recently revised the seasonal tree-clearing 
dates for the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis). Ongoing research on the timing of 
Indiana bats leaving hibernacula along with the timing of bats arriving and departing summer maternity 
areas in Indiana, dictated the need to expand the previous no tree-clearing season in order to avoid 
incidental take of individual bats. In short, Indiana bats in Indiana have been observed arriving at their 
traditional summer areas earlier in the spring (before 15 April) and staying longer in the fall (after 15 
September) than previously documented. Effective immediately, BFO is recommending that trees not 
be cut from 1 April through 30 September (in lieu of 15 April- 15 September) in Indiana. Existing 
incidental take permits or incidental take statements with the former tree clearing dates will remain 
valid in Indiana since they include a permit for any take that may occur because of project actions. 
However, voluntary compliance with the new dates is strongly encouraged. 

Please find enclosed a copy ofthe BFO Forest Management Guidelines for Informal Section 7 
Consultations on Indiana bats within the State of Indiana (revised 2-14-08). Specific changes in the 
revised guidelines include the newly established tree-clearing dates and new guidance regarding the use 
of prescribed fire. 

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss the guidance, please contact me at 812-334-4261 
x214 or Andy King (x216). If you are interested in the particular Indiana bat occurrence records that 
precipitated the seasonal tree-clearing date changes, please email Andy at Andrew King@fws.gov with 
your request and he will send you a brief summary. 

Thank you for your understanding and all of your ongoing efforts to conserve and recover the Indiana 
bat. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Scott E. Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 



  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Indiana       Revised 2/14/08 
Bloomington Ecological Services Field Office 
(812) 334-4261 

  
BFO Forest Management Guidelines for Informal Section 7 Consultations 
on Indiana Bats (Myotis sodalis) within the State of Indiana 
 
These guidelines were developed by the Bloomington Field Office (BFO) of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) to conserve the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and its 
summer habitat within the State of Indiana.  Adherence to these guidelines will result in forest 
habitat that is suitable for Indiana bat use, but may not represent optimal habitat.  Maintaining or 
creating optimal Indiana bat maternal habitat typically would require more intensive 
management practices than provided here.  This is a working document and periodically will be 
revised as new data warrant. 
 
Because the risk of incidental take of Indiana bats in forest stands managed in accordance with 
these guidelines is discountable or insignificant, the BFO typically will provide written 
concurrence letters to managers seeking Section 7 compliance (i.e., informal consultation will 
suffice).  However, if these management guidelines cannot be followed or conflict with other 
management goals or directives, then forest managers are strongly encouraged to contact the 
BFO to discuss all of their options (e.g., greater management flexibility may be achieved via 
formal Section 7 consultation).   
 
FOREST MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 
 
1. At least 60% canopy cover (on a stand-by-stand basis, depending on size of stands) shall be 

maintained after any timber harvest activities. 
 
2. Shagbark hickory (Carya ovata) or shellbark hickory (C. laciniosa) trees shall not be 

harvested or manipulated during timber stand improvement (TSI) activities, unless the 
combined density of these species exceeds 16 trees/acre.  If present, at least 16 live shagbark 
and shellbark hickory (combined) >11" dbh must be maintained per acre. 

 
3. Standing snags shall not be felled/removed, except where they pose a serious human safety 

hazard (a tree with <10% live canopy should be considered a snag).  Snags that have no 
remaining bark and no visible cracks, splits, or hollows may be felled as well as any snags 
leaning more than 45º from vertical. 

 
4. The following species of trees have been identified as having relatively high value as 

potential Indiana bat maternity roost trees: 
shagbark hickory (Carya ovata)  
shellbark hickory (Carya laciniosa) 
bitternut hickory (Carya cordiformis) 
silver maple (Acer saccharinum) 
sugar maple (Acer saccharum) 
green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) 
white ash (Fraxinus americana) 

eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides) 
northern red oak (Quercus rubra) 
post oak (Quercus stallata) 
white oak (Quercus alba) 
slippery elm (Ulmus rubra) 
American elm (Ulmus americana) 
black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) 

(Tree species based on literature and unpublished roosting data). 
 



 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service - Indiana       Revised 2/14/08 
Bloomington Ecological Services Field Office 
(812) 334-4261 

On average, at least 3 live trees per acre >20" dbh (of the high-value species listed above) 
shall always be maintained in the stand (a tree with <10% live canopy should be considered 
a snag).  These “leave trees” must be the largest trees of the listed species remaining in the 
stand.  An additional 6 live trees per acre >11" dbh (of the species listed above) must also be 
maintained.  The "per acre" requirement can be expressed as the average per acre on a 
stand-wide basis, depending on the definition of a stand. 
 
If there are no trees >20" dbh to leave, then 16 live trees per acre must be left, and these 
must include the largest specimens of the listed species remaining in the stand.  

 
5. No timber harvest or TSI activities shall occur within 100 feet of a perennial stream or 

within 50 feet of an intermittent stream. 
 
6. No felling of trees >3” dbh while Indiana bats may be present from 1 April through 30 

September (i.e., trees may be felled from 1 October through 31 March). 
 
PRESCRIBED FIRE GUIDELINES 
 
1. Prescribed burns shall not be conducted from 15 April through 15 September in burn areas 

containing potential bat roost trees/snags >3” dbh.   
 
2. Temporary fire breaks shall be created/maintained around any known Indiana bat primary 

maternal roost trees that fall within a proposed burn area prior to the burn.   
 
 
 
NOTE: If any of these guidelines cannot be followed or additional clarification is needed, then 
please contact the BFO. 
 
NOTE: If proposed forest/timber management actions or prescribed burns will occur within a 5-
mile radius of a known Indiana bat hibernaculum, then please contact the BFO for additional 
guidance.  Indiana bat hibernacula in Indiana are known to occur in Crawford, Greene, Harrison, 
Lawrence, Martin, Monroe, Orange, and Washington counties. 
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Carol Hood

From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2008 10:15 AM
To: Jason Dupont
Cc: Andrew_King@fws.gov; DeSimone, Anthony; Lawrence, Ben; garra.catherine@epa.gov; 

Carol Hood; Stanifer, Christie; Butts, David; Jeremy Kieffner; jmott@indot.IN.gov; 
RANDOLPH, JASON; Kent Ahrenholtz; Kia Gillette; mballen@indot.IN.gov; 
mbuffington@dnr.IN.gov; Mike Grovak; Hasty, Michael D LRL; Matt Riehle; 
RBUSKIRK@indot.IN.gov; Phillabaum, Richard; Rusty Yeager; Sperry, Steve; Tom Cervone; 
TSEEMAN@indot.IN.gov

Subject: Re: I-69 Mitigation Tracking - USEPA comments

Jason‐ 
 
USEPA reviewed the proposed I‐69 “Mitigation Tracking System” (System) as presented in the 
PDF document file accompanying your 02/04/2008 10:51 AM email. 
 
The 27 page PDF document identifies that the proposed System was designed to provide an up‐
to‐date inventory of each property selected to compensate for wetland, forest, and stream 
impacts caused by the construction of I‐69 from Evansville to Indianapolis.  The System 
consists of a GIS mapping portion and a database portion.  This System does not include 
information regarding the “mitigation commitments listing” that the I‐69 Tier 2 Section 1 
Record of Decision (page 28) states would also be utilized to track all mitigation, including 
non‐land‐based mitigation commitment items for implementation status. 
 
We offer the following comments and recommendations for consideration prior to finalizing the 
I‐69 wetland, forest and stream compensation mitigation properties “Mitigation Tracking 
System.” 
 
1. What agencies (e.g., INDOT, FHWA, Corps, USFWS, USEPA, IDEM, IDNR, 
etc.) will have “input/data entry” and/or “read only” access to this System?  Would local 
communities/governments or watershed groups have access to the information for planning 
purposes?  How is access obtained? 
 
2.  Who is/are the person/s (agencies) responsible for reporting, entering and/or approving 
the accuracy of the information in the System’s GIS mapping and database? 
 
3. Exactly what information will be provided to USEPA and other agencies on an annual basis?  
Would reports be sent to other interested groups such as local communities or watershed 
groups? 
 
4.  What agency or agencies will make the definitive call that compensation mitigation for a 
particular resource at a particular mitigation property for a particular I‐69 Segment has 
been successful? 
 
INPUT/EDIT PROPERTY INFORMATION 
5. On all database sheets include the date (month/day/year) that the information on the sheet 
was last updated. 
 
6. (PDF, page 4 of 27) – Property Information ‐ Include construction start date and released 
date (month/year).  On this sheet define: 
“released.” 
 
7. (PDF, page 5 of 27) – Photographs ‐ Include the date (month/day/year) that each photo was 
taken.  Relate each photo to a defined photo station, if applicable. 
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8. (PDF, page 6 of 27) – Maps ‐ Include an overall map with Tier 2 sections, or section‐by‐
section map, of the I‐69 (Indianapolis to 
Evansville) area that include the location of all proposed mitigation properties and their 
tracking identification numbers/names and the Tier 
2 I‐69 Section/s that each mitigation property is being used for. 
 
9. (PDF, pages 7 and 15 of 27) – Monitoring – Make a provision in this data base sheet to 
allow for the additional entry and reporting of the exact year (e.g., 2010, 2015, etc.) that 
corresponds to the columns titled “Year 1”, “Year 2”, etc. 
       ‐ Are there going to be more elaborate success criteria reported 
      here than percentages?  For example, can a link be provided here 
      to direct the reader to various permit requirements and/or the 
      criteria found under specific mitigation plans? 
      ‐ Why are forested wetlands compensation mitigation success 
      criteria being lumped together with Scrub‐Shrub Wetlands? 
      ‐ Consider including additional “Year” reporting columns under the 
      “Field Monitoring Results” to account for monitoring that may go 
      beyond 5 years, such as for forested wetlands or that may be 
      needed if mitigation is found to be unsuccessful after 5 years. 
 
10. (PDF, page 8 of 27) – Permits/Contracts ‐ Under “Section 404 Permit Numbers . . .” 
include the type of 404permit (e.g., individual, nationwide, etc.) and identify the I‐69 Tier 
2 Section or portion of the Section for which a particular 404 permit applies. 
 
SAMPLE PROPERTY REPORT 
11.  (PDF, page 11 of 27) ‐ Concerning this “Mitigation Property Report:” 
      ‐  If the property is being used for mitigation for more than one 
I‐69 Segment . . . how will 
            this information be distinguished in the database, on the 
            maps and in the property reports? 
      ‐ On this sheet, please provide the definition and/or explain what 
      is meant by the 
            following terms:  “credits”, “required”, “released.”  (See 
      EPA comment #6) 
      ‐ Provide the name of the person/agency that makes the “required” 
      and/or 
         “released” decisions and the date/s they are made. 
 
12. (PDF, page 12 of 27) ‐ Relate the “Mitigation Property Location” map to its location in 
SW Indiana and the proposed I‐69 corridor and Tier 2 Segments.  (See EPA comment # 8 above) 
 
13. (PDF, page 13 of 27) ‐ Beside the “Design Plan” map shown here also provide a map and 
photos of existing conditions for each compensation mitigation property that 
identifies/delimits each existing habitat type/acreage before mitigation begins.  Include 
dates on all maps and photos. 
 
14. (PDF, page 14 of 27) ‐ Include the date each photo was taken. 
      ‐ Will the user be able to access previous years of photos from the data base, as well 
as 
             the most recent set?  This would be a valuable feature. 
 
MITIGATION SUMMARY REPORT BY SECTION 
15.  (Page 15 of 27) ‐ Include the year (e.g., 2010, 2011, etc.) under each “Year 1”, “Year 
2”, etc. 
category in the Field Monitoring Results columns.  (See EPA comment #9) 
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      ‐ Are there going to be more elaborate success criteria then what is provided here?  
For 
             example, can you link the database to permit requirements 
      and/or criteria, 
             narratives of mitigation plans? 
 
16.  (PDF, pages 17 and 18, of 27) ‐ “Mitigation Summary by Section”: 
Explain/define on this sheet exactly what is meant by “Credit” and “Required” for each 
Section.  For example: When is a credit a credit? 
Is it a Corps “credit” and/or an IDEM “credit?”  (See EPA comment #11) 
 
GIS MAPPING 
17.  (PDF, pages 24 through 27, of 27) ‐ Provide an overall I‐69 (Evansville to Indianapolis) 
area map showing each Tier 2 Section and all proposed mitigation properties including their 
ID numbers/names and the Tier 2 Section/s whose impacts the mitigation property is being used 
to compensate for those impacts.  (See EPA comments #8 and #12 above) 
 
18.  In addition to providing the “Mitigation Design” map for each mitigation property, we 
recommend that provision be made to include additional maps and photos in this database that 
document each stage of the compensation mitigation process for the property.  This would 
include dated maps and photos that document:  (1.) pre‐mitigation / existing / baseline 
conditions, (2) the conditions on the property at each monitoring cycle, and (3) the finished 
(successfully compensated 
mitigation) product. 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment.  If you have any questions, please call 
me or Cathy Garra at (312) 886‐0241. 
 
Virginia Laszewski 
Environmental Scientist 
 
US EPA, Region 5 
NEPA Implementation, OECA 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: E‐19J) 
Chicago, IL  60604‐3590 
Phone:  (312) 886‐7501 
Fax:  (312) 353‐5374 
email:  laszewski.virginia@epa.gov 
 
 
 
                                                                         
             "Jason Dupont"                                              
             <JDupont@blainc.                                            
             com>                                                        
                                                                     To  
             02/04/2008 10:51         Catherine Garra/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,   
             AM                       Virginia                           
                                      Laszewski/R5/USEPA/US@EPA,         
                                      <Andrew_King@fws.gov>, "Stanifer,  
                                      Christie" <cstanifer@dnr.IN.gov>,  
                                      <mbuffington@dnr.in.gov>, "Hasty,  
                                      Michael D LRL"                     
                                      <Michael.D.Hasty@usace.army.mil>,  
                                      "RANDOLPH, JASON"                  
                                      <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>             
                                                                     cc  
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                                      <mballen@indot.in.gov>, "Sperry,   
                                      Steve" <SSPERRY@indot.IN.gov>,     
                                      "Phillabaum, Richard"              
                                      <RPHILLABAUM@indot.IN.gov>,        
                                      <jmott@indot.in.gov>,              
                                      <RBUSKIRK@indot.in.gov>,           
                                      "Lawrence, Ben"                    
                                      <BLAWRENCE@indot.IN.gov>,          
                                      <TSEEMAN@indot.IN.gov>, "Butts,    
                                      David" <DBUTTS@indot.IN.gov>,      
                                      "DeSimone, Anthony"                
                                      <Anthony.DeSimone@fhwa.dot.gov>,   
                                      "Tom Cervone"                      
                                      <TCervone@blainc.com>, "Jeremy     
                                      Kieffner" <JKieffner@blainc.com>,  
                                      "Kia Gillette"                     
                                      <KGillette@blainc.com>, "Kent      
                                      Ahrenholtz"                        
                                      <KAhrenholtz@blainc.com>, "Carol   
                                      Hood" <CHood@blainc.com>, "Rusty   
                                      Yeager" <RYeager@blainc.com>,      
                                      "Matt Riehle"                      
                                      <MRiehle@blainc.com>, "Mike        
                                      Grovak" <MGrovak@blainc.com>       
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                Subject  
                                      I‐69 Mitigation Tracking           
                                                                         
                                                                         
 
 
 
 
Dear People, 
 
In response to previous agency requests, and as discussed at the previous I‐69 Water 
Resources Technical Coordination Team Meeting, attached for your review and comment is a 
draft version of the tracking system that has been developed in consultation with INDOT and 
FHWA for the I‐69 project.  The GIS linked database will include parcel specific information 
for all sites purchased and constructed for I‐69 compensatory mitigation.  The attached PDF 
document contains a brief overview of the system along with screenshots showing the current 
tracking system interface and report forms.  Please provide any comments by 3‐7‐08 so that we 
can address any needed modifications.  If you have any questions regarding the system, please 
contact me or Matt Riehle of my staff at the number listed below. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
Jason DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
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Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812‐479‐6200 
Ph. 800‐423‐7411 
Fax 812‐479‐6262 
jdupont@blainc.com 
 [attachment "Mitigation Tracking System.pdf" deleted by Virginia Laszewski/R5/USEPA/US] 



Kent Ahrenholtz 

From: DeSimone, Anthony [Anthony.DeSimone@fhwa.dot.gov] 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Thursday, March 06, 2008 1 :38 PM 
Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov 
Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; Seeman, Tom; Kent Ahrenholtz 

Subject: RE: Update for DEIS and FEIS Schedules for Segments 2-6 for Tier 2 I-69,Piease. 

Hi Virginia. 

I meant to get this to you last Friday but it got "lost" in my draft items and it slipped 
my mind. I apologize for that!!! Here is what I know at this point. 

INDOT is still working out the details on how they want to proceed. Due to delays, they 
are thinking that they might actually be able to get Section 2 DEIS done about the same 
time as Section 3 is finalized. We think it is preferable to release Section 2 first just 
to be in progression. This is expected to be mid to late summer (July/August). 
If they come out near the same time to each other, extended review time will be provided 
as we have previously committed to you. Section 4 DEIS is expected in mid-fall. We have 
not received a clear schedule on 5 & 6. We are hopeful that at least one FEIS for Section 
2 and/or 3 would then be ready before the end of the calendar year. 

Once some clear decisions are made, we should be able to provide you a revised detailed 
calendar but this is what I have at this time. I hope a clear schedule will occur within 
the next month. 

PS, you should be receiving a response to comments on the Karst Study in the very near 
future. Thank you for the comments on the mitigation tracking. We will get those under 
consideration quickly. 

Tony DeSimone, P.E. 
Transportation Engineer 
Indiana Division, FHWA 
Phone: (317)226-5307 
Fax: (317)226-7341 
Cell: (317)460-0218 

> -----Original Message-----
> From: Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov 
> [mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov] 
> Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 1:12 PM 
> To: DeSimone, Anthony 
> Cc: Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov 
> Subject: Update for DEIS and FEIS Schedules for Segments 2-6 for Tier 
> 2 I-69,Please. 
> 
> 
> Hi Tony, 
> 
> I just left you a voicemail message ... Please email me 
> FHWA/INDOT's most recent proposed release dates for the 
> upcoming DEISs and FEISs for Tier 2 I-69 segments 2 through 6. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> Virginia Laszewski 
> Environmental Scientist 
> 
> US EPA, Region 5 
> NEPA Implementation, OECA 
> 77 W. Jackson Blvd. (mail code: E-l9J) 
> Chicago, IL 60604-3590 
> Phone: (312) 886-7501 

1 



> Fax: (312) 353-5374 
> email: laszewski.virginia@epa.gov 
> 
> 
> 
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US DepartmenT 
ofTransportat>on 

Federa_l Hig~woy RECEIVED 
AdmtOislratton 

APR 2 1 2008 

BLA - EVANSVILlE 

Mr. K<=nnelh A. Westlake. Sup~T\ isor 

Indiana DwiSion 

April 18, :2008 

575 North Pennsylvama Street Room 254 
IndianapoliS, Indiana 46204 

IIDA-II\ 

1\'LPA Implementation. Office of[nforccment and Compliance Assmancc 
[;S Environmental Protection Agency. Rcg.ion 5 
77 \\'est J<ickson Bl>d. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Dear Mr. Westlake: 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Indiana Department ol· 
T ranspmlalion 1 fNDOT). h'" re\ ie\\·~<1 }'Our comment' on the Drali Karst Report' li1r Sedions 4 
<m<.l 5 ol'the proposed l-69 hans\'ille to lndianapoli' ITigh\\·ay a> rdated lolh<' ongoing Tier 2 
NEPA studks for these Sections ofl-69. The completion of these Karst Reports is in 
accordance with the INOO'J'l!DLMJ D).!RJUSfWS Karst MOU as committed to in the J-69 'l ier 
l Rceonl or Deci-,inn_ 

Several of the USliPA comments appear to be related to items that me to be addressed under the 
existing Karst \10U bCtl w~r~ not originally ~coped to he addre~~ed dllling the Tier 2 Studie>. 
The specific pmpose and scope or the 1-69 Tier~ karst 'tudies and r~porl were to address the 
first four items in the Karst MOU and were not intended to provide data, information or 
evaluation beyond thc<;e items, which will rely on and will be continued throughout additional 
design and con,(ruclion \\·ilh stipulated a!(CllC) coordination hcoond the NF.l''\ phas~ ol 
de\dnpmenL 

The primary focus in these four 11.10!_1 items is teature identificmion and ground>vater flovv· 
patterns. \Vith only initial general rcc01runendations for appropriate mitigation measures for 
una,·oidablc impacts to karst fcarures. Jhe methodologies were clc\-clopcd for evaluation of the 
.\10U critl'Tia cb related to the roadway planning for karst avoidance and minimization. with 
general guidance on "llemalivc drainage, mitigation, and operation~ and maintenance. Addition"! 
criteria ol I he \101J "ill he mel dmmg ~ub~e~1 Ctent desi b'fl pha.~e' or the 1-69 project While the 
-;equencing identified in th~ MOU is complicated by the Tiered '\IFPA approa<:h l<.>r l-ll9. the 
<IS>essmcnt of potential karst impacts "as gi,·en special attention during: the Tier 1 study and 
clear commitment> were made to follow the 'v10lJ through sub<;equenl phases of the project to 
a~'>me thai karst re~\>urces are adeqLmtely con-,ider~d a11d protected. The USFPA as \\ell a> the 
1\JOU ag:enci~> \Vere imolved in the Tier 1 proces> and cOJrunitments. 

MOVIIIG THE-~ 
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\\.' e fed that these lirsl four :viOl I mcw,ures incorpmate an adequme le\ el o I' assessment for 
N ~J' A documen\<1tio11 o C impads, e' allll!tion o 1- allemati ves k• satisfy the esmblishcd purpose 
'md need illld the selection of an <llienwti\ e for construction. 1 he subs~qu~nt anal) <;i ~ a%ociakd 
"illl the :\10U has been committed to but should be compkted atkr the ricr 2 ROD duri11g more 
refined design development to ~<;tablish <;pecific mitigation de,ign~. 

The sub>equent stipulations/steps of the :\IOU include additionallield checks \\ilh the MOU 
ag~ncics as design progresses, dnclopment or a monitonng: and maintenance plan tOr the 
afkcted !-a.-,tl;,atures, and llm >all and no spn1y strategy fOr each project. l'here "ill also he 
de\ doped an agreement to e>Uiblis.h the appropriate practicable mitigation measures to otTset 
unavoidable karst impacts that is to be agreed to and <;igned by the l\JQT_; agencies prior to the 
acceptance oCthc linal dc~ig.n plan~. 'I hi' agreemelll will be incorporawd into the contract 
doc um~nt' li1r the proJ ed and di 'cus~ed at th~ pre-construction con:tCrcncc. l·ollowing these 
step,, during nm>\ruclion, the MUG agencies will monitor the constnJetion and maintenan~e Lll 
""'1ne compliance with the agreement and alwr the plan if deemed ncce~'m) _ 

All of these subsequent step> require more detailed design i11tom1ation. or art related to 
construction. For this rcawn. the lirstlimr steps have been incorporated into the 1\l:PA phase or 
development and will ~ulminate \\·lth a linal Karst Repurt to be incorporated into the l'icr 2 USs 
a<; \\·ell a.~ the commitment to continue the implementation of the subsequent ~lOU slipulahon-, 
Lhruugh further development of the project, including design, construction, and po>l construction 
maintenance activitie<;. 

I lowe\ er, there have been recommendations as a part or the Drall K ur>t Repons for specific 
additional ~ludic~, which were reiterated in yuur cumments. These will be included in the final 
kar~t rep(>rt~ mcorpura\ed into the Tier 2 KEPA documentation, along with other addiLum;tl diila 
:md darification based on your specific comments_ '(he aUached document prll\'ides specific 
responses and recommendations on om comsc o 1- adwn ("or the ~ompl etion of karst assessments 
as a part oi'Ticr 2 NET' A anal)~;, and allemati,ely "'items that \\·ill be addressed tOilowing 
NLP.\ during mm< detailed de,ign depending on the most appropriate timing tOr specific items_ 

If J ou hm e any lltrlher q uesl inn> or wish to schedule a meeting or telcconrcrcncc to di~~u" pur 
rcspon~es, plea'e COll\<icl :\1r. Tony DeSimone of this office at (317) 226-5307 (e-mail 
Anthonv .dr~imonc_@fll_\';ft.dot.go,). l hank you for you input and imol \'em~nl in the 
development of this important project. 

Fnclo>ure 
~~: 

Ms. Michelle i\llcn 
"Kent ,\hrenholv 

MOVING THEw 

AMERICAN 
ECONOMY 

!':>inccrdy yours, 

Robeni'. Jally. Jr., P.L. 
Division ,\drninistratnr 



1-69 Section 4 & 5 Karst R~pons 
LSEPA Comment Recommendations 

(ill rc,punsc tu August :1, 21lll7 cummcnt letter) 

The followlllg docum~mmion addresses itemiz~d comm,·ms from liSEP:\ on the l-119 
S<:d1on' 4 and 5 Drali Kar't Reports as attached to a cover ktter dated Aug1N ), 2007 fi:om 
K~nneth \Vestl:1ke. U:'>F.T'A I(> Tony DcSmwn~- fH\YA l'ruject .\lanagcr nnd rom Sc·eman, 
1-"JDOJ Pro_icet Manager. Jhis document includes respons,·s explmmng the 1'-JDOT-'FHW.-\ 
pnsitwn reganling specific comment> as well as rcconnuc!HlatHm' on the planned 
mcorporation ol additwnal danlication and/or mlim11at1on m rhe fmill Karst Reports to be 
Incorporated into the 1-69 T1er 2 1\F.PA doccllnents for these oections. or expectations for 
addressing thc·sc comments tluough the implementation of subsequent Kar;,;t \10U 
,;tipulatwns !luring su bscqucnt prowct development. 

General Comments: 

I. 
F.PA Cummcnt: :'>pnn~ fhm: D!Sc·harge """ dctcnmned ''"uall;· in both rcpt\li.i. !'hough 

illl :t~~cpt<1hle method t(,,- qu:~lnati\e sllldl~s. ;o COil,itkrablc amount of 
error may b~ <Nuciated with this method. Th,· ll\DOT contract.1r 
mdicatcd (during the Srudies Oricntanon Field \'iC>', JuLJc 20 aud 27, 
2007) that flow data \Vas not u.\ctl in any quantitati,c· analySJ.,, tbcrel(Jrc, 
tile \·isual mctho<l '"" <lccmcd appropnalc To climmale potcnlial error 
wnh thl' method '"'recommend th:tl 'pnng llows be me:J>ured n~ing <I 
tlcm· meter. current mekr c>r ilnother mduotry \tiU1dard mcnsurcmcnt 
ted1.nique. 

_KP.\ Comment: Spring_How: '\pring flows m-e rccordcdm the rcpMls a<, an a\nagc llow 
tllrou)!_IWut tile study period based ou "'ual cstnnation,_ Th" mtrodLice~ 
q:v~ml pon1t' ol potcmial <wTim. includmg the \·isml estunal1on de,cnbcd 
above a' well as error ""'"'"illed wnh :J\'Cl'ilging tll\ws under drfferent 
flow regime\. In gd :1 better underotnm!Jng of the s~ring dwchQ!'gcs, we 
rccormnend thnt flow measurements be collected as dc,;cribecl aho' c an<l 
rccordc·d in the reports for h1gh, base·, aml lcm I low comh twn '-
Til<: purpo<.c oi' the -;tu<lws was LO e\aluate kar'l related connecll<>ns 
het\\een potent1al relea'~' a'"ociated wnh th~ prl>poied pro_iect :md the 
local br't sy,tem iilld make recommendations for aYoidancc. altcrnotiw 
drainage, mitigation'bcst management practtcc,, unci noamtenancc m 
aceorclanee with the tirst four ta<.'k<. m tloe MOL. TI1c )("n~ral llo\\ <hllil 
collcdnl lnmo ''1'.ual observatum is adequate l(>r cal~gori/mg the 'prings 
(.,maiL me<bum_ large) tor tile purpll~es uf the 'lier :'. iilkrnntivc nnalysis. 
!his magnitude le\el of categorization i> the clcusion makHlg t:1ctnr ((or 
''\11' 'licr 2 alignment planning an<l a.\s~"mcnt ColkctJon ol a!l!litwnal 
spring Jlm,· data will not mlluencc recommemlatiolb reg:tnbng h1gln>:1y 
location. il<m·evn. meilsured flow d;ot,l may be collected for stnKturc 



2. 

3. 

"/ing purpo,;cs dumog linal dc.1ogro dqo~mling on 'P<'Clf.lcally how the 
f:O;otures >Ire addre,oed in th~ !mal d~o1g11. 

Recommendation: The >pring flow clam collected during the Tier 2 ,tud1..:s is appropri<1te tOr 
ahgnmcnt plaunmg_ 'No addil1onal spTing flow measurements arc 
rccommemkd '" a pan of th~ T1er 2 '\tudies. ,\cldJtlOnal flow data 
rcqULrenwnts will be determined fm the final tlC.11gr1 o 1- treatml:'nt me<I>UICS 
li1r spcc1lic features nnpadnl 

EPA Comment: Water Chenmtt'V Data: The n:ports do not wntam inti.mnution on water 
cheml.,try o 1- the spring' It '·' our cmderot;onding that routine water q uailt y 
me<L>urements are t\·pically used in dye trace stuclic., to Mtpport the 
findings of the dye trace smd1cs. \o\-'c recou\rn<CJul that water qw1lity 
mcaMtr<CJncnt,; (I.e., pH. Tnupcratur~. Condudi>·ity_ Turbidity) nrc 
collect~d at larst d"charg~ pomh u.nrkr difl-erent flow conditions (higjL 
has~- l'm-)_ 

R~~ponse: Dye trace studic> ,·~ry greatly Hl thell' goal.\ and <'hleclnT' dcJl<:mling on 
the Hnpctus tOr the pattkular <,tudy_ Ill appil~d re'""rch, often onl\' 
rdc,·ctnt duta ar~ colkctuL The oh]~Cil\'e of th~ dye trnce sTI1d1cs 
conduded l(>r lhese report' w:~s to identif\' groundwater flow patterns for 
1 "" in ill ignm ent pi ill1 ni ng illld tc< diren futmc karst feature C\ aluat](\Jl uml 
mitigation perth~ MOL. Water qual1ty clma would uCJther support nor 
contradict om trace results_ \\"c· arc l(Jcu'"d Oil ph;,ical connectivity 
rathn thau hwcilcmical qualit; Coll~ction of adlbtil>nal >pring water 
4ualit; data \\ill not mtluenc~ r~c·mnonendations regarding IHghl\a; 
lncatl(>ll ,,r deSJgn fi>r th~ I i~r 2 LJ::.. as om goal is to minimtLe WIJ water 
qualit; rkgtad:~tion rcsulllng from l-6Y rcgat"tlk<.~ ol whc·thcr or not a 
particulm fcarurc' system L3 currcully d~.~rad~d- \Vater qualil; e>·alu"tlon 
i~ atldrcsscd h)· the ~101} anti \\ill h" mcorpomt"d intl\ the Monitoring and 
:VIallltmancc Plan tor aii:Ocled kar~t fe:~tures. It io imticipntcd that bnsclmc 
\\·aler quahlJ data l"or these asocs>mcnt purposes will be collcdnl 
immediillely prwr to constructwn to pmvide a better ha"s li1r h1gh\\·ay 
rdatcd impacts. 

Recommendation: The scope· of work comludcd dunng the stu<lle' "ilppmpriak for karst 
·'J''l""' conlledi,·it}/extent Hlent1ficiltion. J'his ;votem connccti,·ity'cxtent, 
\\·h1ch is needed ti1r illignment planning and "lier 2 '-JEPA analySJs ha., 
been identified through the current dye tra~c .<.tucbcs aut! tho'~ cunently 
recommended in the Dral1 Karst RcpOTts_ Our T1er 2 ailgnm~nt imd 
millgatwn r~CclllllllCLKlatwn' would not he iiltered bv ClllT~Ilt water qualoty 
because"" arc l<•cu.,ed on protecting ull karst fcntmcs. Additional Water 
Qualny data wlil be \'ollencd tOr basclrnc lllfonnatLOn pnor to 
con>lilJCtion. 

EPA Comment: Water ( ]1emistn Data· Springs determined to he non-karst basc'd on lhdr 
locations \\ere not mclwkd in thc dye tmce <.tudie,_ Water dJcmi,try ti1r 
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tho;:,~ .opring' is not mduded in the repoti,, th~rdl>re, it <:mmot be 
determined that these springs do not hm-c some kam tlow path>. 
Ti>c'Tdi>tc·, we recommend that water <;ampk<, he <:ollet:ted lor th~1e 

spring' to delermme, whetho;r or not. the\· have W<lkr chemi;tr; tlwt 
indicates flow through cnrbonaw rock (!lard ness. pll). 
Dy..: trace studic.\ were not C<llllpkted li>r II><: no11-l.arst spring' pnm,mly 
due 10 the la~k ol any polent1al dye mJedlon feature.:; that are conducive to 
stnndmd dye tra~e method>. Likewioc, there arc no karst rechnrgc tCaturc~ 
tn tht,; vtunity that would be potential tlischar~c, lor lnsh"a) runorr 
draina!!c- AddilHmal wat<:r d1em"try maJ provHle addllwnal mdiciltl(ms 
of <:i!rbnnate rn~k mntoct lnll '" unllkely to be a conclusive result. 
llowevcJ, 1egardkss of the conclusiveness of the results. there would not 
be plans to dye trace any tCatme;; in thi" area tluc Ill th~ lack PI input 
l'eaLurt''-

\{ecommcndation: l'h~ >t<ltlies <:ompleled to tbte indud~d ~'ten.<l\'e ~\'illllilllon of surli1ce 
geology illld otriltJgraphy in this geologic:1l nrco of liansition to c>tablish 
karst vs non-brst fcamre>. "lo ~ddress th1s ~on~em regardmg kar,;t ,.,. 
non-karst systcn1 ld~LJtilicatwn a sdc·ct <;amplin.~ or idL'lltlticd Tlnn-l.arq 
,,pnngs \\ill be analy/.ed lOT <::>lion, anicm_ specili~ conductance, and 
t~mperature lor wmparNm tc> karst 'pnngs iiS il pillt of the I •er 2 NLPA 
nnalyoi>. llowev~r. c>UJ dye trnc<C >tud,· J"CCOJlllllCndntions nrc nell 
~ntlc!patc'd to be a[t,,r,'d by tillS addLtional water ehcnmtry data bc~au,c or 
th~ lack of other o:urtftce kar~t L'<:Charge features lor dye injcdion_ 

Fl'.\ Comment: \tonitorin~ Well IJiit>L I he r~poti' de> not Lndude mt;,mn:ltiOJl on the locul 
wnte1 tnblc through analy>is of cxi>ting monitoring wdl clota. 
1-'urthermore. the rc'pons contatn Ill! retCrcnccs to tile' Indiana Department 
ol '\Jatural Rc.,ourccs (lDI\R), Dl\l"On ol Watcr (DOW), Grouml Water 
O.ec·tion - \Vat~r \\'~11 Database_ wlnch would pro\'llle mlon11atHm on 
exisrin:; \\~lis m and near the projecl study "'~"'· \.1/e re<:ommend thm 
existing monitoring well datn be induded in the 1eports with the intent 
bel!lg to document the local water tables and to ddcrnune tf tile dye trace 

Rc,ponsc: 
<,tudi<:'> were Cclnducte<l under lngh. base. and lo\\ ~' •mhtious_ 
Be~ause \\atlT '' llo,.mg through wndtnt-, aml may ha\'e cnbsmg II ow 
patho \\ithm a gl\·en limnanon_ there may he lntle Cl\rrd;Jtion between the 
-·water table"" a> mem.ur~d in wells. and il karst ~onduit flow sy:;tem in the 
Yiunty. Mnny assumptions would nc,'d to be' made regardtng the wells 
coullCeti\lt)' to and mllucnc~ tl-om a karst comluit ,y-,t<:m >·<:r'>U'> the 
<:tll1'ohdated lonnat10n 'Y·'tem. a' well a'> the statu'> ol the 'eas(lnal 
mfluen<:~ on the'e \\akr level.:; <1Cf0'>' the wide r<111gi11g timeti-am~ of the 
>vdl dataset. The undissolwd rock (in >vhich the wells arc ty(Jically 
placed) usually llas ~evera[ clrd~r~ of magmtude lc,;s llydraulH; 
wmlueti\lty thm1 dtK"'> the turbulent lltm regm1e iu tb<: kar't mndu1ts; and 
therel(n~. r~.,ponse t1me' are quite ditferent_ These t!t<:lor-, hmit the 
usefulness of the 10/\R Wntcr Well Datab:~sc information tOr thts 
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analyol>. How~\'~r. the data ha> been re\·icwed tOr rd~rcnce\ to kar't 
\·\)td~ for asscssmc'nt of ma_ior stmctural is<;ues and none h:n·e been 
ident1fied Tin, \\·dl dma ma) be r~\lew~d in compnrison to pm_icct 
spcciti~ ge<.,te~bnkal borings that \\Ill be utilized 1\)r as<cS'mmt ol final 
d~~ign enteria. The IDNR, Division of Watn (DOW). Ground \-Vater 
Seclwn - Watn Well Databa.,~ \\·ill be di>cu>sed as part of the· 
groumh,·ntet impad m-sesoment in the DliiS) 

Recommendation: Tile wdl locations and data wdl be add0l lin· inlim11alional purposes to 
addre" tin' retjue,t, but du~ to the limilat1ons listed nbovc. >-cry ltrnJtcd 
m-ses:.menr and/or adrhtional dl>CUS>ioa will be induded in the Lcxl. Th1o 
information i> m>t anticipntcd to have an mtlucnec on ahgnment planning 
rdatwc to karst fcamre.\ at tilt<; _,tag..:. 

F'l'.\ Comment: Ca\·e hnm:1 'ltudies: lor both sections. there are few ddmb:l c'""' fltum 
surveys. \\ c recommend that tile rq1orts contain npert opinion fi-om the 
prmcipul author, Dr. Julian Lew", as to wh~· 'ud a >mall percentage elf 
~"'~'"·ere 'amplecl It~.> our l>pinion th:1t ;my acccssrblc ca\"c witlltll th~ 
pro_1ect cl\mdor. "' that could be influcrKcd by hydwl<'gy a"oc'lalcd w1th 
the C"orridclr. should b,· surveyed. :\n aplanatH '" from a ""' e fimna "' p~rt 
would ~trcngthcn the CXl'.tlTI~ reports. 

£PA Comment: Karst Fe·aturc ldcmdicatl!m 1\-ldbodolog\ Tht' Ci\e Jliology text (pp.29-
.l0) indlGLtes that a ··r~cnnnilios:mce-gtadc biological ,;ur\'Cy \\·as 
c·ondtlded hy an 0111 l'rofcssional (;eologist with ea\c hwm\c·ntory 
~xperkncc ... " lhi> rcconnmssanec-gradc <.ur>l')· '"" used to det~n111ne 

which Ca\"GS should ha,·c detailed "'ney., hy acme hwla ~'-pert. We 
rewnunc'lld tilat a c'1!\'e hwta expert should make .<uch determinations. 

Response· The dccis1<m a' to "h1d """" w.;n; to be evalu:Jted \\as based upon the 
potenlml lor hy<lrauilc or physical connection with the rnad\\·ay and tl1~ 

~pecific ~ave/.;ave oystcm as recommended !Or all l"catur<.:' that \\ere 
accessible for sampling. Biota suncy' heyond this extent may be usefUl 
m idcntil\mg spcc10~ dJStnbutirm and populat1on ~otimateo, but it would 
TJot h~ rdat~d to 'J1'-'Ldi~ impuct iiS>e,sonent !i.>r 1-09. llydraultc and 
ph;sical a"ociatl(\11'> wer~ m,:;e>sed for alternatives witlnn the nlmdor 
being CillTied fon-\nrd for ful'ther anuly~i,; and uot tl1~ entire 20011" 
corridor. rhcse associations "crc ha,cd on mapp~1l <.:m·e p:L,sageo <IS wdl 
a,; dye tracings ero,<.ing the ailgnment or lmti<lled witilin tile alignment. 
and n1krrcd a.'"ociatwn' '" \\<IS the <:a>e for nith an 
ailgnm~nt noosing u potential losing stream reach tlo""'trnun ol a 
positi1·e dve tr;1ce input. Tlus dcc1swn was made by th~ br.ot 
profcs>ionals who completed the teatur~ mventorJ' in con-,ulliltion with the 
Pmj~ct Mmmgcment Cousultant (P\!Cj and INDUT. llr. Julian Lcwi1 did 
not make the deci.,Hln "'to which c:11es \\ere sun--eyed tOr fauna bccau'e 
he \\·a> not mvol\~d 1n the fcarurc id~'lll1ricatwn aud alt~mii\lve 

development proceS'. lllm ever, hi~ rccomm~ndation' li>r addi IJ<mal viable 
f~aturcs lor sampling were included. 
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Rccornrncndatiou: Acc·c"ihlc cave.\ and some springs with hydraulic or physical connccticlll 
Wlth the altern:Hi'e' h~mg acl\'an~cu WlTC sunqccL Tins wlil be 
explained in more dct;1il in the karol reporto. 

EPA Comment: G<XJ))h.D)icnl Studies anJ llonng>. l'he rep01ts do not mention a detailed 
gc·0pl1 yo>1 cal analyses 0r the implcmcntaticlll of a drill!ng program. It IS PUr 
Lmdendamling: that progrmn' lik,· tbcsc mao pro\'c to b~ bcnclicJal as 
unkno\\n n>irb (or pr~\'lOusly fill~d 'lnh) may be lnciiled a> ;1 re.Oillt W~ 
rcconunend thnt studies like these be considered to better ddine 
,,uh,mElc~ fissures and flow pattems .. '\t the lea.\L we recmnmcnd a 
cc>mmitment to conductmg: su<:h adLlllwnal "'rvc;' m h1gh pnonty m~as 
like ea\'e; :md superfund ~1te'. 

nc1pon~c/ 

Recommendation: lntwsi' ~ in ,-c,;tigation was not part elf th1s phase of the srud1es. This i> not 
"co,t-ell"edi\'c_ bmacl ''-'"k ulkmati•c· l(•r Ucknnining 1ub<.urfuce \oids 
:md would b~ \ery destmdJ\'e to both th~ .<urlilcc ctml suhsurlacc nh1k 
st!ll not being .;ondu,iv~. (,eot~chni.:>ll boring' \\Ill he conducted"' part 
,)rtt,e <:nbsequcnt detailed design ph~sc on the 1-'ldCrrcd Jltcmati\c. 

LPA Comment: K:trst l·eature ldentilinllwn Metlwdolo~\': The report does not de'-lrl; 
''xplain how the br.:;t feat11re in\'entory """conducted \\·e rec,>mm~nd 
more detailed intOrmmion pcrt:1ining to the field in,·entot-; eth.>ri and 
mcthmb arc included. For example'. more specific- infonnatic1n on how the 
transects were c,tabhshccl (1.c. ,,rc of c.:nterlllle coordLrwws'!) ond the 
numher ol- peopk lll\Ol\ ,·J dcni1og a Lyplc·al "tidd Ja: "_ 

Response: Jhe sur\'e\', and mlerprelalwn.< nere perlon11cd b; qualilinl hccnsed 
prokc<swnnL in rhos~ :trea> ;1nd ill th~ levd ,,f derail requ1r~d In >lddre" 
thc avmdance. alternmi,-e drainnge. mitigation. und operation.> requ~rcmcnt 
<•ltlu: lirst lillll' Hems oftllc 'vtOU. 
Tbe lidd checks mdudeJ \\alkmg tile corriclPr ancl acltaCl1Jt area> 11f 
J\ltere~t tor karst temure' not noted 111 the prc-sn~emng mlom1atwn 
somces. held chech wer~ conducted h; leiilll"> ot I to ,0. prot"e"1omtl 
geolog1sts utilizing globnl positioning systems (Ul'S) cnpablc of sub-meter 
uc<:uracy and pcrfonned dtmng periods wilell the vegdatwn was reduced 
(late Iilli, winter, and ntrly spriug) Fntturcs ,mel sprill!-!-' that \\ere 
encc>untered at any Lime during the lield \\ork \\ne docum~mcd and 
mnpped 1egardk:;s ,,f the wne of ye:1r. 
In areas whc·re a feature was not acc,'ssibk to <_;ps (due to lnndo"ncr 
ohicdiou, locked faeillllC,, huriod or t<lO L'(pansl\-c features. etc.). the 
loc"-LHm \\·as delemnncD >·U\ the best a\'llllablc Uata 'Ourcc (c·_g. fl-inch 
reoolution aeri;il photl>graph>J. l'he re,11lts were lll1porte,J mto GlS_ 
displnycd on pwject mapping/aerial photographs :md checked by the fidd 
per~onnd n1 compariS<)ll to one or nwre o C the followlllg: (Hnch rcscllut ton 
CkTutl photograph.,, USGS <jlla<irang:le mapping, all(] hHJ-](Jot contour 



mappm!! The area<. Hwt WcTC' field <:he<:k~d were also lr:td:ediplanned 
utilizing the GlS diit:tb:ise. lnourgence boundaries \\CI'C adjusted to 
encompass th,, dwinagc area, based upon eotllouT mappmg (hHl-lilOl 
mter\'al wrlhm tk l-t>9 ( omdor) and hcsl proles~1on;d jlldgment, fl,r usc 
m alternmive e\'illu:ltJUn>. ;mnnal pollutant loading calculation<;_ 
cl\·mdance. alternative drainage. and treatmctlt/rniligutwn plannmg 

R~~ummcndation: This mlnm1alHm will he adckd to the kar'l Teport' fi>r both Seltions. 

Section::; Comments 

8. 
EPA Commem: Karst l"eatme _l_dentifieation l\lethodolo~v TilC r<:port 'tal<:-; thut """~ 

small "nklwlc~ were LJol apparent dum1g the lidd chech due to the1r 
small "I.e und ,·cgnuti\e oh,truction_ This hnng:' imn '-jlle,tion the fidd 
Slll">ev nH;1hodc ;1nd the time of year the ourvey was completed. Tile 
survey method and tim~ ofyenr the sun·cy was complcwd wa~ bmu[\hl up 
durin)!. tile StuciLc'S Orkntatwn Fidd Vll'W_ Jlme 2t> and 27, 2007_ -'.t th,lt 
Inn..: th..: FH\\'.\..-J'\JDOT consultant mlllcuted thm lhe survev\ were 
c·onduclecl during \\·illl~r month.<_ We reccm1mend this discrepancy b,, 

Responsr: 
daritied in the next \ersion ofth~ report. 
!he re~orts include stntements in regards to _;lnkhok' that d1d not huve 
surface ~xpresswn ~I the lime oCtile llcld cliec·b (cxp~l'l~lllo he sm<lll in 
SJ/.c) due lo tlu: d]JLarmc· JLatur~ ol lhc'c syqems, e'pecially ''" rel<ited to 
de\elopmenL trc·c deunng, and earthmo\·ing m the llloomingtc\11 nrea thm 
lllilY ~mer, aller or"'-!''"" ft<ltures, ;t, compared to the conditwns at tile 
time of the field dwck>. In ncldition, some' very small features nla)· ha\C 
been obstmctcd by v,'gc'tntwn even cl unng lea C oiT wmli tious o 1- Tl'<hLc·ed 
>cgctatron. Tins d<>es LJOlmc·cm that kar't kuturcs oT polent1al karst'""'" 
wnc onutkd or uot Hlentilied hut rather I hilt il <mall fe,lture may haYc 
hetn included in Llrger te:llure>i:nea> ur gtoups of features or via 
identific:1tion based on additional sources such as historical stereo paiTcd 
aerials ~holographs. 2-foc)t t<)pograpillc mappnl)-!, pre,·wus kur'l mappmg, 
or illlerprdaliotl tJy lite karst pwks.,onul A. hms "''" placed upon the 
pr~'ence ol-kar,t, rather lhiln it' ah.,en~e 

Recommendation: l\lultiple tidd checks w~re ~onducted dming pcriGds when the vegl'!atwn 
\\as reduced (i<lte t:1ll. winter. and early spring). Large features and 
spnngs that ""''rc encountered al any lime during lh~ lidd work wcr~ 
docummted and rnappell regard]~" ol- the time ol- year Th" will be 
dan lied mlhc kaT'I r~por1' 

9. 
EPA Comment: Karo:t Feolmes Qnd Result,· The· Cav~ Syqem (p.95, Fig ~2) Wil> 

delmealcd base<! on topo;,'ntph ~- <md dye truce '!\)(lie> "1 th a mmm1um and 
nwxunum pokntwl r~charge mea. l he Cave System indudcs 
Cave, C1,·e. Cave, and ca,·e_ The 



l~c1ponsc: 

report !"C(O!llmcml> <idditioniil .oteldi~s to furth~r ddin~ th~ 

Sy.1Lem recharp_e area (p.':Jll). We recommend that the additiOnal 
Ca'-c 

stud res 
d~arly d~line whether or not all of Llu: Gt\·~s oC lin., S}Slem are hemg used 
in thi> d~termin:1tion. J'urtl1~nnor~. w~ re,omm~nd tllilt additional ;tudies. 
as d<:scnhcd above. be conducted during high, base. and lm,. flows. 
\Ve wn<:ur w1lh llll' rc~OTlllllClldalron; lm\\ev~r_ \\e ha>e the li>llow1ng 
comm~nb r~giirding the proposed finur~ in\'~.otigationo: 
I) The pre,·ious cave sun-cys and dye tracing have already c,;Lahldlcd tltal 
lhe '''Parakly llatuctl ··ca,c·,·· arT JUSL d1lkTcnl opening> m(o lhe 
Cav~ $ystem: 
~) The biological survey and rechmge area evaluation did address the 
entire · Cave system. 
.1) The tillnug ol lhc aJchtional J}c (racc.,.'rcdrargc· area ill,·csll~;ahon ha' 
not }d be~n delermmed: and 
4) We do nut fe~l that d:it<l t:1ken ,luring qnous tlcm conditiuns will 
tmpact road or mitigmion d,'sign. !he spec-ie> within the Cnw 
system me· lhc pnmary focus and arc llcst aclJrcs~ccl bJ prc-kar.;( 
111ler~~ptron, di,c•r.,Hm, or rmlrgalwn ol· potcHLral acute or ""tamed 
impa~1> :IS'<l<:J>l!ed \\i!h !he upgrad~ ol' the exl,lmg O,R .17 !o 1-60, nm the 
water exiting to the surt:1~e. 

Rt·commc·mlation: .-\dd!lionol dye tm~c studi,'S will be conduned in ord,'r to cletlne in more 
ddcul Ll1~ rcchar)-!e area lor the 
lo handle lhc runoll-m the· n:char:;c· area n:lali>c (o Lh,· l-flll de"~' 

l u. 
EPA Comment: Supctfuwi_Sites: The Lemon Lnnc L11Jdlill Superhmd ~ite (pp.~I·-~'-J. 

Fig.lll) is described historienlly through the L'.<;. UPA's Rcccml of 
Dc~rwm (ROD) Summary. We n:commenclthatllll\ lex( be supplcrncmn1 
\\ilh more mlomiulron on grouml»a(cT 'Lullll'' COltclucL~J prc\'lOLLsly m 
this :1r~:~ O,pecdi~allJ. \\e recommend that the \\'estmghou.,e'Yracom th·e 
tracing >tudies be r~\·iew~d :md ~umm:1ri~ed. :md th~ (_. <;, t'I'A's l·i\'~ 

Y car Rcvww Repo1t of 2005 be reviewed and summarized. ilased on the 
Puhhc Health ;\ssc>smclll ,,f 19'-J7.the <.ttc 1<: undcrla1ll hy the St. Loms 
aml Salem l.imc·,toncs. Groullcl water llow dircclwn' m Lhc,,· aquiln<. arc 
~t:ikd '" \ar~·ing w1lh low and high wouml \\a(er condiL1on,_ Th" I'C!rlller 
support> the r~comm~ndmion th:1t dve trac~ st11dies iind iiS>ociaterl water 
qualLty mcasmcmcnts :;hould be conducted clming high. base, and low 
llo\\s. lt b our recotllllll'Jldatwn lhat the redctinccl lllm01S Central Spnng 
rech,ug~ area hl' rcmmed I rom lhc· mapping as r( Ita' hc·cn crc·alcd ll"Tlg 
inoufliciem data \Ve ~ltrther r~commend th"l the momlo1ing well, Within 
the Lemon Lane L:mdtill be indndcd in the updated dye trac~r studks at 
tl11s i<lCatLOn. 
The· 1-~ll Kar:-;( rc'Porl mduJc~ gcnnal inli•nuatwn rcgardwg the Lc·Liloll 
T ane Lmdlill aml Tllmoio C enlral O,pring. and lheir a'Socialron \\·ilh the 1-
({J corridor nnd exi,ting '\K 37. \\hich we b~lie\·~ i~ :id~l)Uilfe f(lf the 
proposed alignmc'nt planning and p_cncml r,·cnmmendations for mitigation 



that ar~ the f(Kus of tlw. >tud; The go;1l of the Sed1on S studies is to 
address the 1-"JDOT pl<mning need:, relatiw to maintaining or n:duc'lllg (at 
least not incrca~ing) the roadway ,;urfacc· v'alL'T wntnbutwn to the lllinoi~ 
c~ntral :Sprmg tr~alment '}'Stem \•olumes_ We beli~\·e that the 1-69 dma 
enhances the understanding of the urcas that contl'!butc to tho.: Illinois 
Central tr~alment ~J~lcm H>lume;;_ and should not he intended to replnce 
them. 1 he inf(mn'-ltion gall1ered near/" ilhin I .enwn L:mc Landfill was for 
u;;c as part of the _\IOU cvn1uations: it is the discrctiOLl of tile Lemon lane 
Land1ill site g,wcnung agency a<, to the potmllal use ol' lhl> datil based 
upon rhe1r speci1i~ proJed objedi>·es/data qual1ry requirements. 

Recommendation: More spedfic reference to the USJ:!J'A lle.:ision document will he inl'imkll 
and Fig me l '-J will be revised to show the prn1nw watcr,hed llehn~ati,,n 
hy Fit~h that 1S rccngni/.Cll by USEPi\ 111 ad!lnwn lo lh~ delineation 
developed'" a part ol-thio 'tudy. Addit10nal re\'lew of the bi'A'> S-ve~r 
report will he wnduded fi.>r otl1er pertioem infornwtion that may be added 
to the general dc>criptions of this rq<mt. Additwnal coordination will! th~ 
LS EP ,\ and I DU\ I staff r~spon'>lblc fN the ongmng mo1 oilorn 11; o I tb~ 'ite 
wlil be nmduct~d as ln:;lnva; <iTmnagc dc"gn" litrlher relined lo 'I'Stlre 
that any potentml concerns relatl\e lo the Superfund >ite <Ire addr~>o~d. 

11 
EPA Cummcnt: Sup~rfuncl Sites: Bennett's Dump lp.'JO. Fig.~O) 11 dcsc1;bed hdoncall; 

through the li_S EP,\\ Ree<ml ol DeciSJon Summary \\:e recumm~od 
that this t~·d he "'l'Plem~nled w1th mor~ mformation un groundwater 
studies .;onducled previow,ly in this & ~pccif~eallv, we JCC'omm,'nd that 
Westing.hou>~ qumtcrly groundwatcl' sampling result> be rc1iew<:d mod 
summanzecl, and the Ptiblie Health ,\3.\e.\>tm'l\l of 19')7 ho.: rc'''""'-'d and 
scmmJaru.cd_ The Public Ho.:allh -"'"'-''""mt ol (')<)7 in<ilGiles that 
ground\\al~r '' 2__'; lo 14 reel helm\· the 'urtace and that gruundwmer 
re<.·h:trge is pnnc1pallv from nearby qu:mies. We recommend that 
informntwn simi1<1r to thi> be indud,,d in the rcvisc'd report and u<.ctl 10 
gmdc proJect dcdsions. We also rcc'ommend that lho.: momtoring wdl' 
witbm Benuctt'<, Dump hc·mcludo.:d m tile updated dye tracer otudi~s iii th1s 
locatl!m_ 

Respono;~; I he 1-69 l(a,-,1 rep(\]1 ind11des general inf01mmion regarding Dennett'<. 
Dump. and its aosociation with the' l-6ll corridor and cxi,;ting SR 37. \\ln~h 
we bcl,e\"G is odcquatc for the propo,ed ailgmnc1\l planmng and general 
rccmnmen<lati<'ns 1;)T tmtigal1on that me the li1<:us of thl' ,,tud~·. W~ 

disagrct· w1th tile rc~ommen!bTion to include th~ n isting monitoring wells 
"ilhin <Ln updated d;e tr<Lce studv ut lknnctt's Dump. Our tmcing data 
shO\\ th:tlno dye went to Bc'nnctt's Dump. The Bennett',; Dump sp1;ngs 
were reported <1-> \'Cl'Y small, w1tll conc.lp<mdingly small recharg~ area>. 
There wa> dye that had he~n injected at the site th;ll could hii\e inte1fcrcd 
\\ith use ol tile OLl-',\k well~. hmhem10re. said monitoring wells wcr~ 
monit01ed t{>r dye by the :Superfund op~rations (VIACO'vl) as pan ol tbe1r 
d1{m, lc) tmck the missing llyo.: ~t their SJte: uo uucxpcded dy~ 



concentrat1on' \\·~.-c rcpnrtocl. Stout Creek 1> tile receptor l\1r ground\\akr 
flo\\ through the l"lennell', Dump :'>ae_ Smce there \\ere no det~cl1ons 
upo>tl'cam or downstream of the '\itc within the re(t'i\·lllg Stout Creek: no 
mld1twnal \\OTk wa<; dccmctl nccc·s,ary. The lllfonnatwn gathered 
near/withm flenndt's Dump""' f(lr u'" as par! ol-lhe ]\[(}[.; ~valu:mono, 
it 1s the discretion of the go\·erning agency us to the pot,'ntial usc of this 
data ba.,cJ upollthcir ~pccltlc pnlJCCt ohwctl\'es Jata ljllality nCljuir<CTlll'llh 

R~commendatJon: A ddit1onal d"'-'ll'""" o I pre\·ious dye I race., and other grmmth' ilkr 
evaluation on the ;ite will be indudeJ in the repon. including further 
rc·, 1e1< of the quat"lcrly groundwater sampllllg L'Csult,; for add1tional 
perlment data that may hc ml'iudnl in Hoc rcpOTt _'\ddllional coonlination 
with the (TSFPA and !DF.J\.1 stal'l" reopon,ihlc tor th~ ong:mng monituring 
elf the site \\ill be condu<."ted a> highw:oy drainage deoign i> ti1rth~r rdincd 
tu as.1urc thai any potcnlial concc'rns rd~ti\c to thc' Superfund site' m-e 
addre"e!l_ 

Section 4 Comment' 

12_ 

13 

f. I'\ Comment: 

Response: 

Kc<nr Feature !dcnliliu11wn .\!eihodol~>gy Tloc· report do~' not dearly 
cxpliiin hr>w the kar.,l l"eature 1m en tory wa., conductc!l_ \Vc re~ommen!l 
mote dd:oiled llllill'llliilllm perti1111111)! to the tleld mvent.ory etf(>rt :md 
mcd10ds arc included. l'or example. mor~ spccitic infonn:otion on ho\\ lhe 
tnubect~ were cstobltslwd (u'. off of C"cnkrlmc coordin~!cs'.') ond lhc 
numhn ol people lll\Oh·cd during a typlcal ""licld Ja1 .. 
For Sectwn 4, lidd work'"" coududcd m groul" ol-2-6 pcopk, ;;alkmg 
)() tl- tran.<ects nl"the enl1rc comdor '"well 'h rele>·anl area., ouhllle olthe 
conido1 to tdennt'v k<1rot i"e<iturc>. 'I ranseds were cstahlished h,o,erl on 
spectfoe conditions. tcrrnin for Q parli\-ul<Or Jl(\1. induding stmight lin,' 
tnm<;cct\ and cont<'UI' lmnsccts. tvlultiplc \'!Soh were made to many areas 
ind uding n.:coulla"'am:c duml)-\ kar o!T pcnocb o I nxluc·cJ '~gdalloll ami 
\\' ith var;. mg ,,uri ace- ground "a leT comhtion' 

Recommendation: This inform:1\10n " iII b~ il(lded to the report_ 

EPA Commcllt: Km·st Fcwurc Ide!11dirulion_}!kifi_pdolr!J0 Tile ac·curacy or the GPS is 
not mentioned m !he r~porl, bm' e\ er, durmg lh~ Stud[~, On enlatwu F H.:ld 
Vie\'v". June 26 :md 27. 21107 it \\·~' noted ''" hemg :,uh-mder. We 
recommend this be indud~d in the text. 

Rc>pomc: Dunng the course nf tile field wnrk tl.1r Section 4 oub l·mctcr and Slib J. 
melcr CiPS units \\·c1-c u.,c·d_ 

ltccommendation: !'his mfonn;mon wlll he added to the report_ 

14. 
EP.\ Commcllt: A"cli'.l'l Fcct/Ui'C !Jcnti!iwlum :\Iu/wdolo<!' The rq}()r( llldlCalc, that 

drainage ilfeiJS !0 nl'urgent l"e;otures ;\ere detennmecl u"ng an ;\.rcHydm 



GT:S modd "itl1 I 0-met~r r~sulutwn Dming lh~ Studi~~ Ori~ntation held 
View, June 21i and 27. 2007 it was noted thnt 2-f<lOl contours were u,eJ 
li>r all areas WLiilln llu: study eorndor and lh~ Ar~ Hydm HI-meter 
r~sulutwn was used tor ti;alures outside the study corridor. \V~ 

recomm~nd that this clmification b~ ndded to th~ report. 
Rc>punsc: The 10-mdcr rc>olution data was useJ to ddenll<ne drainag:~ <lr~os 

b~cause it \\a' a\·mlahle fi1r the "hol~ study :1r~a. while the 2-tOot conlolll' 
data wns only <L\ailable for the 1-6'! (Orridor. The 2-lo<•t ~outour data wa~ 
ch~d.od fM dminagc area> wtthlll th~ 1-1>9 ~onidor I\\ nmtlrm th~ 

a~cura~y o rtil~ Lklm~atwn' 
Recommendation; Thi> will h~ clarili~d m th~ report. 

15. 
EP~ Comment; Kar" Fct~mrc fdenlifl'<"mwn Methodology - The rerort us~; the word 

"rele\anf' repeatedly when dJocus>ing: di>churge fcntuJcs. \'v,, recommend 
that the word "relc\'ant .. be dearly dcfin,'d at the start ofth,, document or 
replaced \\'llh under<,tamlablc text l1ke '10 r;pm aml on~;maLmg in the 
wrridm'. 
Rele>anl bn·q '' detined 111 the repon g:lo."arv <I> "the portion ,,f karst 
within th~ 27-mile length of Section 4 Conidor and ~ssocwtcd areas 
outside of th,, \'Olridc)r: thai has been ctemotl>tratcd IL• ila\c wrridor-
d~rn·etl " aieL' passn1g tim •u.~il 1t; or '·' illlk~d by lo g1~al mf<orence ha,ed on 
the hc'l a,·cnlahlc gcograph1c. I''"' logic. and hydrolog1c dat:t, indurhng the 
T1er 2 invest1g~twn. lt does nPt indude :tr~<Li outside the .:orrido1 that 
contri buk "ater to the con idor ... 

Recommendation: The tcrmJclc\ant brot i> clciincd in th,, glo>s~ry, but ~VIII al>o be ddinnl 
early in tlw body text pf tile document to as<,urc tile ulldn.,tamling of.lhe 
knn lor tl1C r~port. 

•:I' A Comment; Karsl Feature ldcr/lificmi'!ll Alcthvdvlvv\ !'he report assumes all 

Response: 

sinkholes to be msurgcnt feature,; howe\ CT. <;Om~ sinkhok' can ad a' 
rcsurgnJcc· katurcs untl~r lnsh flo\\ comlit1ons. Th" li.trther 'UPJ1•ll·h 011r 
rewmmendation that all f<oatme' be sm\'eved un,ier th~ difl<orent flow 
reg:i m~s l>t' h1 g:h, lxv,c, :1nd low. 
lhc scenario is \ely uncommon and would occur mo<,t likdy in ,mkhok' 
\"Cry close to basc-ic\'ci when: tile mundatwn of the pameular '}'lem 
woulLJ cau'c a back up mlo. ami potential d"~harge fi"om the 'mkhol~ 
leature No namples n f' rh is "ere noted during the wurse of fieldwork. lf 
thi> .oituation were tn o~cur, the discharge would most likely he Inlo the 
snmc bo,;e level 'tream in the >mne general area "·here tl1e water \\ould be 
cli~charged und~r normal lim• cond1twn' -'\.ddnional k·atur~ surveys 
und~r ,·ar}lllg llPl<· condllinns are nol anticlpiited to d~\·elop significant 
additional mlimnali<•n thiit is likd} to influence rccommcnclali<'n~ 

regarding hi g:lm "y loeati 011 or clc<,ign for the T1 cr ~ [iS. 



Recommendatiun: Cl:lritkilti.m reg<miing ncc!Jarge ami dt<.dmrg<.: features retCrcnced in the 
text being specific to '-'Onditlon.:; identdied in the Sedwn 4 stud;· ar~a wlii 
he· adtkd to the report. 

RP.\ Cummcnt: Karsl Fe<!lwe., and Re>~!l!.ii- Many CQ\·es me described a> '·pre\·iously 
ri<Kumented-'. but no rcfcrenec is pto,·idccl (pp_ I S-27 ). W.;; rccomm.;;nd a 
reference be '-'ite<:i "' the'e mSiances_ 

Rc,p<msc· The .\Ollt"Ce<: of the historical ca,·e data are li>ted m Se~tion 2.1 l>t the brot 
report Till'''-' sources include: the indmna Ucological Survey. indwna 
Cave Survey. lmiiana Kar't ( ons<wT,·anc·y. '-Jational Spd<.:Plogrcal Socrct;·. 
and brst e:>.pert> knowledgc,bk abollt the area_ ln general, the 
""prnwusly documented" caw> arc all indurkd in the lndnm~ Ca\e 
Sun·e;· in additwn to some or all of the other source>. 

Re~o1mnendation; I h1:, rder~n~~ w11l bt: mduckJ m Scctron 3. 1.1 a_\ well. 

IS. 
F.PA ( ommcnt: 

Response: 

Kt~nl {ecrl!iH'\ ami Resu/1:, - Many Cal'"; ( C;ovt, 
CaH', Ca,·c, c·tc.) ar~ cle<.cnbcd (pp. 1~-27) ns --idcntiiicd fot 

il\nid<i<Ke during allernati>c dc,·doprm1rl" due to tllen· prP\.>llllty t<l tile 
conidor or thtir h\'dmlngl~~l ~onnedwn Lo the ~omdor. ,\ gr~~t mnnb~r 
of caves arc dcouibl"ri <IS hu\'i ng: "no ~batemenL me>JSLlr~'- __ n~ce'"~ry lor 
tin., lcaturc"' because thcv arc locntecl outoide of th~ st11d\' cormior :md 
the;· art: Tlot connected to tile srudy corridor via a su11Jcc d~ainngc. 

llowc\'er, in kar'l cuvrromncnls '>Ln i'Hce dratnag,' doc'S 1Wt always match 
the ,ub·mrface drainag~- Th~ authors <•I tl1<.: tL'JlNl cmllinn till'> \<·hcnthc'Y 
wtote (p. ~(') ''g:mund\\>lter flcm·paths m a karst 'cUm>\ t:au ,.at-} undn 
dtftCrcnt flow condition' and ground\\ater flow aero." ,,urla~e drainage 
dl\ick<, m cmnmon. Thts furthe1 suppons our re~lnmnenlbtil\n that dye 
lr~ce ami wat<.:r cllctnt~try studic<: slwuld be conducted under high. bn>c, 
:md ll>W ll<m· wndnious 
For spring ~av~s {<\J.,~hargc lealme,), relenmc·cs ila\·t: bc·cn mad~ to ally 
recharge fcarurco that are m-sl>elitted enher through posill\'e trace' or 
IO)-!ical intCrcncc' rcgording how to address >urfil~e runoff deri\· ed fi-om the 
road"·ay tl1atrnay reach the features. For sinkhole cnvcs (1echmge 
t~<Jtur~s). the pnmary coll<.:cm is sur lace nuwff ti·om the wad\voy that may 
enter the fe:1tur~ ;md a,_,ocl Clle<l sy,tcm and til at 1' ll1c rcawr1 10r the 
statements rcgnrding .ourfilce drainage connectl\lly to the comdor. II 
milcT a>o>OCLatcd recharge fearures may rccei\e runot'ftrom th.~ Cl>mdor. 
th"'~ "·cTt: nokJ m th.;; abatement StLggcstions. 

H.econunendation. Stmem~nt' idenli I) mg physic·al separatiL '" li-orn the corrid<'r nr 
altcrnmi v~s su~h <IS being I oc<lle<:i anos, l miian Crt:d. or otl1cr base I C\ d 
Jminagcs w!ll be added to the text to fi111her explamtbe suggesllon,_ In 
addit10n, more ,pee.! fie d!>CtLSsion of potential connection l>f ,urt'ace 
runo I r· and gnmnd" alcr recharg" wrll he mel udcd. 



19. 
EPA Comment: K11rs1 1 caturcs and /lesu/is - Ca,·e (p. J '!, F1gs. 33 & 34) wa> 

li>Lmd to receive hydrology tfc)l\l \Vithin the study cMridor. Two feature> 
(4-1432 ami 4-14.14) m~ nolcll as potentmll; prmuhng h;drology. hlll 
recognized as not being studied. l he repon and :1ppcndices (k> not finthcr 
nplain thc>c two features. We recommend feature,; 4-1432 and 4-1434 
ar~ 1nduded m th~ lly~ lntc~ ,,tudie,_ \V..: lltTLhtlr r~mmmend that tl1e 

Cave hydrnlog1 c p:1tlm iiY·' b~ tunher 'tll(h ed under different flow 
condllwns as described aboYc. 

l~c1ponsc: The add1tional Ccalurc<, (4-14.1~ mod 4-1434) with potc'llllal groLilld\\;lf~r 

corutection to Ca\~ ar~ de,cnhed on page 19 but the tnblc for 
sinking streams wns not in Appendix ll. !he oinking strcmn table has been 
adllcd to ;\ppendJX D. 'I he report recommcndatwns (page S7) mclullc a 
recommendation lor ad!IJtlOmtl na•re dctailcll n:clwTg;c lldmeation lor 

Ca\·e_ Tin' more detailed delmeation ,,, anl1c1paled to mclll(le 
dye tracing of theoe f;;iltures. On page l 9, th~ repon recommends th:1t 
"spccwl planning should be ,-onductcd to insmc drainage to these recharge 
katuT~s 11 J1,;p~rscd tlm•u)-!ll natural \·Cf'da!ion and or an l'LI)-!illCCrcd 
treatm~nl S)-qem bcli>re cnlc'Ting lhe groumh,·akr S)-'km AI"', spc·~ml 
consid~ratil\11 sb.mld be made ll\ m-mre that constructnm d\>C.i not 'ever 
th,-s,, recharge fcntures bv >l'dimcntntwn or imper\'il>u.o ccnw.-' 

Rccummcntlatiun: i\dduionallllformatwn w!ll be added to f)ag,- I'! as to wily we belic,·c 
Ca>c_ In addi11011, re!Crcncc to 

~0. 

EPA Comment: Kuo/ Feu/we!> onJ llc5u/i, Caw (p. 2L Fig 10) is !Cf)Ortc·d a> 
-potmt1allo· being hyclmlogJcaiJ,. connected to tlw <:tmly cPrndor \'Ia 

s"all~t 4-003'7 and rokntwll; li-orn the ar~a ca'l ol- Hanuouy Road anll 
nonh of' \Jt Zion Chmch_ \Ve recommend addninnal qudie~ are 
conduded <1-> descnhed above to determine the bydrologk connectiom tl> 

Ca"e nswcinted with the corridor study arcn. 
Response: Fc·aluTC 4-0037 ltas 0.7~ acres of drainage wttll!Ll tile Scelwn 4 comdor. 

All pr~hmmary al!~matl\<:s avoid thi, dTamagc area_ Howc,·er, the 
recommended addnional slll(lie' inclll<le lurlher detailed ddme<Jtion of 

Cnve. 
Recommendation: The recommendntion fo1 additional studv JS already mcluclcd but 

addit10rJaltkta!l will be adJetl rcferencmg th" ~uspcct area to be taT.,ckd 
eCJst oi-Hanmmy Roall aud llmlh ol \fl 7llm Church_ 

n 
J<:PA Comment: Kt~nl Fcu/un':>_and 1/c,·ults CaYc (p. 22, Fig (i-

~g) appear,, lo rceciw some of its rcchar.,c li-om a' far as 3Jl00 fc..:t awa;· 
Aguin, we recommend adclitwnal stmhes be Cl\llducletl, as d11cu>sed 
above, to det~nmn~ the· hydrologic connections this .;ave hii> to the sh1dy 
c·omdor. 



R.cspun,c: ~av~ wa> olwwn to hav~ :1 -,mall port1on ol drainage 
deri,~xllrom the cnmdnr. ,\11 prdiminnry ~lternati\·e> avoid this dr:1inagc 
area. hlrlh~r, It"'' pote~Jtwlly v1ahk dy~ n·an: mput tCaturc.l nist which 
will rceeiw runofrfinn tlte alkrnatt\~> being arhan~e<J_ 

Rccornmcnrlation: Bc~au'>c' all prchnunary alternatives J\'Gid the 

22. 

dr:Lin;1g~ area, no lurthc·r '>lulhcs w~rc r~~OJLnucud~J m the s~ctwn4 Dralt 
Karst Kcpon. Based on the }'T'A requ~.il, adrhticmill recharge delmt'ation 
study ;<ill be Included for 

EPA Comment: K<lr_;/ f·eatures and Restdrs- Cave (p. 24, 
Fig_ 0) i~ located outside of the study ecmidor but its passage ~xtemls 
tcm-anh th~ wrridm_ 1\o Jy~ trace result' arc JLlcluclcd 1(,,· tin> ca\C_ We· 
rennmnend add1ticmal '>Lu<l1es he wnduned, as de·-,cnhul abo\e, to 
determine the hydwk>gic ~onnedll>n the Lil\e ha.< lo lhe ~lll(ly ~orrulor. 

Rc,pHnsc: Cn\"C has little if <Ill) opri11g flow ;md \\Ollld 
not he a -,uitabk dye trace sampling locatwn. 

Recommendation; t hi' ml;>rmatwn "111 hc mdud~li m th~ Scdwu 4 karst report. 

n. 
EP~ Comment: t-.:wsl h_wun'J ami 1\pf!/lo- Karst (p. ~5. l'ig. ~'<) h~s <I 

h1gh c·<mc~ntrattnn of sinkhnk~. 'llw sinkholes Cc)\llcl be the result of 
qumTy adl\1ty lo~akd n~aTby. w~ re·c·oHllll~m1 the tnt nftlns sectim1 ol 
the r~plHt mdude d"c"""\11 on how quan' dcwatnm.~ can caus~ 

sinkhoks to occur. \Ve turrher recommend thai the rdatwn,hip hdw~en 
t11e<:e >inkholco and n~;1rby qu<UTV upeoaltc>no he flmher examin<"d <'llher 
thmugh additwnal stud\', ns dcsuibcd nbow. or through :malysi> of 
ex"tms clata. FL!lallc-·. '"-' recommcn<l that altcmatt\'GS tn avotcl thts ar~a 
completely be c\mmuccl as sinkl1ok rcpcm 111 the future coulli be 
problem:1t1~ and ~ostly_ 

Response: Jhe Karst ;ore:1 \"l' re\lewed m det,nl rdati\e lc> pntentml 
wadway engineering stability concerns. including <I g~neml review of 
pos'>lhk alternal!vcs outside of tlw comdol'. 'l his anal ysrs drd not identify 
that an alkmat1 ,.c outsillc or the corridor "nuld pro' 1lie ,,ub.ltanttal benefit 
fi·onl a hrsllmpadiroad\\ay '>Lah1hty sLamlpomt o>n Lhe ullcrnallVL being 
recommended within the corridor. I he h1ghe>l con<:entnmon ol- sinkho]~, 
and antidpatcd instability was avoided by re~ummemling :111 alignment 
l(>llcm lll)-! a lower elevation SJde-slope t1anbng this Jl\'J. 

Recommendation. -'\dditHmal lhsntssiou 1\lll he· iucluclnl dc<ocnhmg polcutial stabtlltj LSMLCS 
th:1t could result li-om adp~ent q mnT;·mg adl\ 1t1 "' Ad<hlHmal chscuswm 
of alternntives ~onsidered for thi> areil w 1 ll <liso he iHlded 

t•.J'.-\ Comment; f'otcmi,,/ MNISUYes lo Minimize Jmracl\ ro Karsl .Jrea\ ,\llcmatnT 
drninagc (p. 4~) iiddres>e> the importan~e of implementing altem'ltlve 
drmnage methods to reduce karst resoure,· impans. We recommend this 



section also indC~d~ discusoion of the potenti:1l ncgat1ve impact> uf 
dram age d ivcrsion ( i.~. bw],)gieal implicatwns. water supply, etc.) 

Rrsponse/ 
Rrcommendation: A discussion of negati,·e imp:~eto of dram:1ge di\·eJsion will be added to 

th" s~CtHlll in the report. 

,, 
_)_ 

EPA Comment: 

Rc>pomcl 

Polenlml :'vleli.\'UI"e.\ lo Minimi::.c lmpacl.' /u Kanl .1rca' 
'dlllgallOn .. Tn:atm~nt (p 4R) "''-'h a<; filter'. hulkTs, and c·<mlamment 
stn1ctures arc disc\L,,ed. \\'~ r~c<>mmcnd that where impact> call!JOt be 
avmded, stntcturnl mitigation mea>ures should nl>o be discussed. for 
example. atldnwnal karst Hnpact mitigatiotl measures such as the u'c ol· 
gco,~·nthdlc R1nlorced soli, vmd groutmg. c·<mlpadit•n groutmg. concrete 
caps. reiJtt(>rc~d lmdging .,LJh> (land hndgc>), deep tound:illl>n.o. et<:. Can 
also b~ cfk~ti\·c mitigntion u.lternati\-~>. 1t mu>t he noted thnt drainngc 
antl treatment alternative> sl10uld be eons1dcrcd concun·cntly so as I<' tlc)l 

1mp~d~ drama.~,· m rcc·hargc area' tin" ba' iug potcrllJali :· bannlul 1mpad~ 
tl\ c:l\e bwta 

Recommendation: ;\ dcsn1ption c1f potential sliuctuml mitigation/design mcnsur,,s. 
mclucln1g tlw>c l~>tcd b:· CPA. I<· ill be added I<' till\ \CCllllllln the rq>Prt 
H<•\\e\er. any 'l'ccdic appllcalw1" ol Lllcsc· n1Ca"u-cs wnh or \\lthoul 
other drainag~ c<JnsHleration' \\ill not h~ detem1ined unt1l the det<Jtled 
design ot:1ge. I h~.oe \\·ill be de\ eloped 1t1 adherence tl> the Kiir.it \JOU. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, ll 60604-3590 

Robert }. Tally, Jr. , P.E. 
Oivi~loo Administrator 

JUN 2 7 2008 

Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
5 75 North Pennsylvania SL, Room 254 
lndianapolis, IN 46204 

E-19J 

RF.: F-J'A Rc~poose lo INDOT/FHWA's Response to EPA Comment~ on the llraft .Karst 
lo,•cstielltion Reports for Se(tions 4 and 5 of chel-69 J;\•aosviUe 10 Indianapolis l'rojel'l 

Dear \1 r. Tally: 

Tnis letter provides our response to the Indiana Department of Transportation (I).IDOT) and Federal 
Highway Administration Indiana Division'~ (FHWA) Ap1ill8, 2008, response to our August 3, 
2007 conuncnts on the !allowing 1-69 Tier 2 document~: 

1-69 Evt~mville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Studies, S11rvey of Karst Feawres Draft Report, 
Sec1ion 4, US 131 to SR 37. Ju~)' 12, 2006. Prepared for l'ederal /Jighway AdministrMion 
and Indiana Deparfm1mt of .Transportation. 

1-69 Evtm.wille. to fndianupolis, Tier Z Studies, Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow 
Investigation Report, Section 5, SR 37 south of Bloomingtol! to SR 39. July 2006. Prermred 
fur Federal Highway Adminislration and indiana Deparrmenl ofTransporUtlion. 

We appreciate your responses to our eonunents. With some exceptions, we concur with your 
responses. Our dtltailecJ cOJrunems may be found in the enclosure to this letter. 

Fur the most part, in lieu of conducting more derailed field studies, the approuch thut TNDOT/FHW A 
arc taking with I-69 Tier 2 Sertions 4 and 5 is to commit to utili:~.ing acceptable engineering 
mtlthud:;/measures to mitigate resources impacts 'n karst areas. We understand that '11\'DOT will not 
ic.hmtify the exact engineering mcthodsimcasurcs that would be used for 1-69 Sections 4 and 5 until 
final roadway design aller completion of the Tier 2 Environmental impact Statements (EISs). 
Consequently, the upcoming Titor 2 F.ISs for Sections 4 and 5 should identify and provide a robust 
discussion of rhc adequacy of tht: various types of engineering merhodslmcasurcs available. In 
addition, U1c mss should provide a comparative analysis of the adequacy of each potential 
engineering method/measure that might be used to protect valuable resources in karst geology areas, 
such as smfacc and grot.nd water quality and quantity, and cave biota. 



We arc concemed with the potential adverse impact that construction and/or operation of the 
roadway would have on the site remedies for Lemon t.ane Landfill and Bennett's Dump Superfund 
sites in Bloomington. Highway construction and roadway operation should not incrca~e 

groundwater levels at these site~ . The Tier 2 EIS and Final Karst Reports should eleady indicate that 
the Proposed Plan !or Beunett's Dump incorporates a passive quarry dr.Un system designed to lower 
gl'C)IIndwater levels. Roadway drainage should not drain into the quanies that surround Bennett's 
Dump. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with these additional comments. lfyou have any 
questions or comments, you may contact me or Ms. Virginia Lasz,ewski of my staff at 312-886-7501 
or email her allas<.ewski.virgipja(iVcpa.gov. 

1<el\neth A. West hi c, Snpcrvisor 
1\ "P.PA Implementation 
Offtce ofl::nforccment and Compliance A.ssur.mce 

'Enclosure 
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EPA Response to 'FHWA's Response tu R'PA Comments on tbe Draft Kar.~t l.ovcstigation 
Reports for Sections 4 and 5 of tbcl-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 

l):PA Response to FHWNIJ\DOT Response to Comment #l -Spring Flows 
ln lieu or ad<.litional data collection TNDOT/FHWA is conunittcd to minimi?.ing karst impacts 
through acceptable engineering methods. We recommend that the Tier 2 EISs provide a robust 
discussion o( the perfonnancc of engineering methods that may be implemented. 

EPA Response to FH\yNlNDOT Respon,;e to Comments #2 and #3 
ll\DOTIFHWA has committed to collect water quality data from a select number of non-karsl 
springs lo compare to karst springs. We reconuncnd that the committed sampling focus on the non
kar~t springs located on the southwestern end of the Section 4 Alignment and on any springs not 
depicted on mapping hut located north of the Karst of the .Section 5 Alig111nent. 

El' A Response to FHW A/INPOT Response to Cumment lf4 
It is the opinion of TNDOT/FHWA that the data included in the existing IDl\"R Water Well dataset 
would not provide much value in detennining the wattr table at d1c time of the karst studies be\:ausc 
these wells arc typically set in consolidated rock fom1ations. We concur. However, we reconuncnd 
the final karst report include an explanation as to why existing monitoring wells in and near the 
aligmnems were not monitored, either through pennission or coordination with \he monitoring well 
owners. It is our opinion that some attempt should have been made to monitor the water levels in 
monitoring wells located in the karst Jom1alions so that the conducted studies (i.e. spring now 
estimates, dye trace studies, etc.) could be correlated with water levels in the karst formation. We do 
not recommend this information be obtained at this time, bccanse TNDOT!FllWA is committed to 
minimizing karst impacts through acceptable engineering practices. 

cPA Response to .FHW Nlli DOT Response to Couunent #5 
H is the opinion of DlDOT/FHW A that the conducted Cave Fauna Studies are sufficient lor impact 
assessment associated with the project. The U.S. f ish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), through the 
MOU, ultimately is responsible for ensuring that the Cave Fauna Studies were conducted 
satisfactorily. Therefore, U.S. EPA defers to the USFWS in this matter. 

EPA Response lo FHW NlNDOT Response to Comment i!G 
It is the opinion of INDOT/FHW I\ that geophysical studies and borings are intrusive, expensive, and 
not appropriate for planning levol studies. We agree, in part. Borings are intrusive and expensive 
and in some instances may be better suited for final design analysis. Geophysical studies (i.e. 
ground-penetrating radar), on the other hand, are not intrusive and can be perrorm~:d rather 
inexpensively. However, since INDOT/FHWA plan to capture and treat/divert all runoff associated 
with the new roadway, we see no need to pursue additional geophysical studies and borings to hetter 
understand karst now paths. 

EPA Rcsponseto FHWAIINDOT Response to Comments#? ,!!, 12, 13, 14, IS, l6.aml 17 
FHWA/TNDOT agree to clarify the Karst Feature identification Methodology text in d1c final karst 
reports. We found the summary text provided to be satisfactory. 



EPA Resppnse to }1i W A'l'JDOT Resp()nse to Conm1ent #9 
Tl\TIOT/FHWA agree to conduct additional dye-trace studies to better define the recharge area orthe 

Cave Complex, as recommended by EPA. INDOT/FHWA further state in their response that 
the species in the Cave Complex will best be safeguarded by pre-karst interception, diversion, 
or mitigation. In our opinion, since the majority of the . Cave Complex recharge area is 
occupied by the proposed alignment, a water quantity analysis needs to be conducted. Tnlerception, 
diversion, or mitigation efforts in an attempt tu preserve water quality may substantially reduce 
water quantity in the . Cave Complex. This could have serious consequence$ on the aquatic 
biota of the . Cave Complex. A rccommeoc:ted altemativc to interception and diversion would be 
to transmit all water originating off the proposed roadway through vegetated swales prior to entering 
tl1e Cave System. 

EPA Respons11to fHW A/IN DOT Resnonse to Comment #1 0 
We concur with the response provided hy Lhe JNDOT karst consultant that tbe dye n·acing 
investigations conducted adjacent to Lemon La1Je Landfill should be used as inforolation 
supplemental to the exhaustive dye tracing work that has been conducted as partofU.S.l:PA' s 
Lemo-n Lane Landfill Remedial Investigation . . Based on the data provided to Tom Alcruno of L.S. 
EPA on January 3 J, 2006 for T ier 2 dye traces 04-03 (Horseshoe Road) and 04-10 (Lemon Lane), 
the data appear to have been correctly inlerpret<::d and a revision to the norlhwestem edge of the 
111inois Central Spring (JCS) basin boUIIdary is appropriate. [I appears that these tests were based on 
sufTtcient data, and they certainly should be utilized to map the ~'Pring basin boundary. This is 
inlponant information for TNDOT to consider in highway drainage design. 

We appreciate that NDOT/FHWA agree to clarify the delineation of the ICS recharge area in the 
final karst report. We expect this clarification will d iscuss Fitch's work and Tl\'DOT's work in 
greater detail and wi ll di~cuss tlle potential that the recharge boundary could be diffenmt under 
different llow regimes and condi tions. We recommend that both the Filch boundary and the 
11\DOT/FHWA boundary be included on NEPA mappins and in tlle final karst report. 

Additional coordination between EPA and TNDOT is recotrunended during the drainage des~gn 
phase of the project. 

EPA Resoonsc to FHWA/TNDOT 'Response to Comment#!! 
EPA's principal concern wilh respect lo 1-69 and Bennett's Dump is that highway construction 
should not be allowed to increase groundwater levels at the site. This would generate more ~pri ng 
flow to Stout's Creek and additional releases of PCI3s from the site. T11c Tier 2 FETS and Final 
Karst Reports should clearly indicate that U.S. EPA's Proposed Plan lor Bcnncn's Dump 
incorpor<~les a passive quarry drain system designed to lower groundw~ter levels. Roadway drainage 
should not drain into the quarries lbal surround BerUJett's Dump. Drainage discharge directly to 
Stout's Creek is prctcrrcd to directing drainage to up gradicm quarry areas. 

Add itional coordination between HP A and IN DOT is recommended during the drainage design 
phase of the project 
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EPA Response to FHW N I)IDOT Response to Comment #18 
NDOTIFHWA agree to further explain in lhe final reports why some caves are considered to have 
no abatement measures necessary (i.e. due to physical separation from the corridor, etc.). Wr:; 
concur. Based on a second revievv of the existing infonnation, we offer the following comm.,'DtS and 
questions for 11\'DOTIFHWA consideration and respon~e: 

• Cave (4-1665, p. 20, F\gure 7 of s~ction 4 document) and Spring Cave (4-
1743, p. 23, Figure 7 of Section 4 document) arc both located in close proximity and within 
the alignment conidor. At this location, th" <:IJrridor is much narrower due to several 
sinkbt)le features to the north. The tex t for Spring Cave includes abatement 
measures to ensure that the cave entrance is not physically closcdlblockcd during highway 
construction. We recommend that the text for Cave should also include this abatement 
measure. 

• _ Cave (4-0405, p. 20, Figure 6 of Section 4 document) is li~ted as having no 
abatement measures necessary bccausll it is located 1,000 feet cast or the aligmnem and 
receives no drainage from the corridor. Tito mapping shows this cave located on th.e edge of 
the alignment corridor. Though it could be a matter of scale, it appears that either the 
mapping or the text needs to be revised for this feature. 

• Cave (4-0943, p. 23, Figure 7 of the Section 4 document) is documented as having a 
possihlr:; cotmection to the corridor from $wallet 4-I 035. L.'IDOT/FHWA recommend further 
investigation of these features to dctcnnine if there is a corutection. We agree. These studies 
should he conducted prior to the Dralt EIS. 

• . Cave (4-0382, p. 24, Figure 6 of Section 4 document) is 
documented as trending toward the corridor. This is a good example where geophysica l 
studie~ may help unobtrusively detcrmint: if the cave passage enters into the corridor. We 
recommend the text be supplemented with infonnation on geophysical methods that could be 
used to determine if the cave pa,~age does ex tend into the corridor. 

• Cave (4-0058, p. 24, foigmc 7 o f Section 4 document) has a hydrologic ooiUlcct ion to 
Cave (4-0061, p. 2 1, f igure 7 of Section 4 document). Abatement measures are 

lis ted for - · Cave because a potential connection to the corridor exists via Swallel 4-
0037. We reconunend that Cave text should have abatement measures simi lar to 
those for Cave, or at least. the reader should be referred to the Cave 
abatement measures. 

• Cave (4-1518, p. 25, Figure 5 of Section 4 document) is documented as having 
recltarge from within the corridor and i~ documented as having a hydrologic connection tu 
Ashcraft Cave. INDOT/FHW A rtlt:ommend ~dditional studies to determine tho ground,~ater 
flow patterns and conneetedne~s of these features. We agree. These studies should h~ 
conducted prior to the Draft .ETS. 

• Cave (p. 28,1-"igure 18 of Section 4 document) is known to be located in an area 
or high density karst features . 11\DOT/FHWA indicate that unmapped <:ave passages are 
likely in this area. This is another exAmple where geophysical studies may help 
unobtrusively determine the extent of the cave passages in the corridor. We recommend the 
text be supplemented with information on geophysical methods that could be used to 
dt:termine if the cave passage extends in to the corridor. 

• Cave ' (p. 31 of the Section 4 document) is expected to have a recharge area 
extending into the corrUlor. lNDOT/FHWA suggest addilional dye-trace studies to 
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detemtine the recharge area for this feature. We agree. These studies should be conducted 
ptior to the Draft EIS. 

• Cave · · -- · (p. 33 of the Section 4 document) is expected to have a recharge area 
extending into the corridor. INDOTIFHW A suggests arlditional dye-trace studies to 
determine the recharge area for this feature. We agree. These studies should be conducted 
prior to the Draft EIS. 

• Cave · · · · · · (p. 36 of the Section 4 document) is located within the corridor. 
Unknown cave passages within conidor arc documented. This is another example where 
geophysical studies may help ut1obtrusively determine the extent ~,f. the cave passages in the 
corridor. We recommend the text be supplemented with information on geophysical methods 
that could be used to determine if the cave passage extends into lhCl corridor. 

EPi\ Response to fUWA/I>JOT Rc~ponse to Conmtent ltl9 
Tl\"DOT/FHWA agree that additional s tudies to detetminc the recharge an:a for 
be perfonned. These studies should be conducted prior to the Oraft EIS. 

EP i\ Rcspon~e to FHWN!NDOT Resp onse to Comment #20 

Cave should 

11\DOTIFHW A agree that addit ional studies to determine the recharge area for Cave should 
be performed (see text for Response 10 Comment #1 8 above for Reeves Cave). These studies should 
be conducted prior to th e Drnft EIS. 

EPA Response to FHWNL'IDOT Response to Comment #21 
Tl\"DOT/FHWA agree to pcrfonn additional studies to determine the recharge area for 

Cave. These studies should he conducted prior to the Draft EIS. 

EPA Response to FHW AiTNDQT Response to Comment #22 
It is the opinion of TNDOT/FHW A that no further recharge delineation studies are needtod for 

Cave hecause the cave has little, if any, spring flow. We agree. 

EPA Response to FHW A/TI'I'DQT Response to Comment #23 
lNDOT/FHW A agree to dcseriht: how quarry dewatering can cause 
describe the different alternative$ considered in the text describing the 
agree with this addition to this tel(t. 

EPi\ Response to FHW A/ll\DOJ Resoonse 10 Conuncnts #24 and 25 

sinkholes to occur and to 
Karst. We 

JNDOTIFHW A agree to add to ll1e reports describing the potential negative hiok,gical impacts of 
drainage diversion and a description of the available measures that could be used to minimize 
impacts in karst areas. We agree with rhis addition to the text. With few exceptions (e.g., Bennett's 
Dump area), we recommend t11at drainage diversion be a last resort minimization measure, 
esptocia.lly when the drainage is associated with a biologically important feature like a cave. 
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                              I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Meeting with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
At USFWS Bloomington, IN Field Office 

July 9, 2008 at 10:30 a.m.  
 

Attendee Organization 
Andy King U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Tony DeSimone Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
David Butts Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
Nathan Saxe INDOT 
Jason DuPont  Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA/PMC) 
Tom Cervone BLA 
Mike Grovak BLA 
Kia Gillette  BLA 
 
Representatives from FHWA, INDOT, and BLA met with USFWS on July 9, 2008 at the USFWS 
Bloomington Field Office.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss a number of topics related to the I-
69 Evansville to Indianapolis highway.  
 
The following summarizes the discussion for each topic addressed. 
 

• BLA discussed the on-going monitoring of bats at the bridge.  The bridge is inspected for 
the presence of bats on a monthly basis.  BLA has received a federal permit to allow it to do this 
work and is working with Indiana State University (ISU) to band Indiana bats at the bridge.  ISU 
maintains a database of banded Indiana bats for the USFWS.   

Bridge Monitoring 
 

• Four Indiana (2 males and 2 unknowns) bats were observed on July 6th and 11 Indiana bats (2 
males, a 2008 banded #507 male from May 8th, and 8 unknowns) were observed on July 8th.  

• This summer there was construction along the roadway shoulders at the bridge.  INDOT’s 
contractor did call the appropriate contacts listed on the signs that are posted at the bridge.  
USFWS did not feel this work would result in any taking of bats and allowed the shoulder and 
guard rail work to proceed.  It was agreed that the signs have served the purpose they were 
intended.   

• Future bridge monitoring visits will include scoring for wing damage to bats.  This is in order to 
establish a baseline of the state of Indiana bat health in the advance of any appearance of white 
nose syndrome in the region. 

 

• Four pre-construction mitigation sites have been identified and approved for Section 1.  Mist 
netting for these sites started on July 7th and will continue until completed.  One lactating female 
Indiana bat was captured and tracked to a roost tree on July 8th.  This capture was on the 
mitigation property for Section 1.  This indicates that the mitigation property is already bat 
habitat.  An emergence count showed 1, 0, and 0 for three days of emergence counts. 

Additional Mist Netting Sites  
 

• The pre-construction mist netting protocol will be the same as in the 2004 and 2005 I-69 surveys.  
Surveys will include mist netting, radiotelemetry tracking, and emergence counts, as appropriate.  
It will also include scoring for wing damage in order to establish a baseline of the state of Indiana 
bat health in the advance of any appearance of white nose syndrome in the region.  Post meeting 
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discussions indicate that photographs should be taken for scores of 1-3 (Light to Heavy Damage), 
but only a few representative photographs for scores of 0 (no damage). 

• Pre-construction mist netting for Sections 2 and 3 are expected to occur in 2009-2010.   
• USFWS would prefer to have at least 15 days lead time for approval of any mist netting. 

 

• USFWS noted that the locations of colonies can shift over time.  The expectation is that the 
Section 7 consultation for a section would be completed within five years of the bat surveys.  If 
not, we will need to consider redoing the surveys. 

Previous Survey Data and Anticipated Schedule 
 

• Any updated data would be helpful to USFWS.  It would be good to check and see if the roost 
trees are still standing and if their condition has changed.  Is there bark remaining or guano 
present?  Updated emergence counts would also be good to have.   

• USFWS also requested to be kept abreast of any information on independent studies on these 
roost trees.  

• It would also be helpful to USFWS for INDOT and/or FHWA to keep USFWS abreast of any I-
69 opposition information.  Such information will be forwarded from BLA to USFWS. 

 

• Section 1 has a 160-acre mitigation site in the Pigeon Creek bottoms and it will likely be 
constructed this season.   

Mitigation Status 
 

• We are currently working on the environmental documents (categorical exclusions) for one large 
site in Section 3 and eleven in Section 2.   

• We are currently working with the U.S. Army Corps on mitigation banking for wetland 
mitigation sites.  

• These mitigation sites have been reviewed by USFWS, USACE, IDNR, and IDEM, and have 
received very good evaluations.  

 

• USFWS has a new draft policy regarding Section 7 mitigation.  This could allow mitigation to 
benefit the species as a whole rather than only the individual bats affected (the so-called “Joe 
bat”).  This policy is still in draft form and has not been finalized.  

Mitigation Outside Colony Areas 
 

• For mitigation in Section 4, USFWS would prefer to see much of the mitigation focused on 
purchasing property in the vicinity of Cave or and Caves in the Garrison 
Chapel Valley.  Forest is not a limiting factor for Indiana bats in Section 4, and mitigation 
surrounding important hibernacula may better benefit the species as a whole.  This would likely 
be as forest preservation rather than reforestation.  This could also help with karst mitigation 
because it would also be protecting karst features.  Tom Cervone will check with Scott Johnson 
about any previous contacts with the land owners and Andy King will talk to Scott Pruitt about 
the property. 

• To date, there has been no communication with the property owner of Cave 
entrance.  This entrance is very important as it provides the chimney effect to maintain proper 
temperatures within the cave.  The pond near Cave would also be a good purchase if 
possible because it provides a drinking water source for the bats.  USFWS will be working with 
property owners in the area for their interest in a conservation easement or fee simple acquisition.  
 
UPDATE:  Scott Pruitt contacted the owner of the  entrance to Cave and the 
owner was not interested in selling any of her property nor was she interested in selling a 
conservation easement. 
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• Since Cave and the Garrison Chapel Valley may not be conducive to wetland mitigation, 
INDOT and FHWA may consider the Indian Creek watershed as a good location for wetland 
mitigation sites. 

• USFWS is currently considering a decision to allow credit for additional forest preservation at the 
Ravinia Woods property in Section 5 (> 1:1 ratio already agreed to).  Mist netting this site may 
provide useful evidence that it is currently functioning as Indiana bat habitat.  Also, the State of 
Indiana is preparing a Habitat Conservation Plan and is planning to apply for an incidental take 
statement for timber harvest activities on all Div. of Forestry managed lands including Ravinia 
Woods.  If the State chooses to use Ravinia Woods as Indiana bat mitigation for I-69, it should 
plan to avoid all forms of incidental take of Indiana bats including some timber management 
practices that would likely cause take of Indiana bats (e.g., summer harvests).  INDOT should 
coordinate with IDNR regarding this concern. 

 

• White Nose Syndrome is killing thousands of bats in the northeastern United States.  It affects 
many species including: Indiana bats, little brown bats, eastern pipistrelles, northern long-eared 
bats, big browns, and small-footed bats.  It has been observed in New York, Vermont, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania.  Some locations are seeing 90% mortality in 
caves. 

White Nose Syndrome 
 

• The cause of the syndrome has not been identified.  Bats often show a white fungus around the 
nose along with wing damage, and end up starving to death.  The syndrome causes them to 
consume their fat stores more quickly, such that they awake from hibernation early.  When they 
awaken, it often is too early in the year for them to feed. 

• Decontamination protocols are now required for mist netting. 
• The Draft Indiana bat recovery plan will be revised to include information about White Nose 

Syndrome. 
 

• USFWS is in the process of reviewing the 2007 I-69 Annual Report. 

Annual Report 
 

 

• USFWS is currently reviewing the Indiana bat poster.  USFWS would like to include the final 
version with the finalized recovery plan for the Indiana bat. 

Indiana Bat Poster 
 

 

• Due to higher traffic volumes the East Fork of the White River and Patoka River bridges may not 
be the best place to design bat friendly bridges.  These bridges would likely have a modern 
design, but could be retrofitted to mimic other known bat bridges. 

Bat Friendly Bridges 
 

• USFWS suggested looking at other INDOT bridges in areas with less traffic that could potentially 
be retrofitted to mimic other known bat bridges. 

• USFWS has no objections to INDOT exploring the feasibility of retrofitting an existing bridge(s) 
to make them more bat-friendly as a potential I-69 conservation measure in place of designing bat 
friendly bridges at the Patoka River and East Fork I-69 crossings. 
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• USFWS prefers well-designed cave gates to fencing, because fences can be compromised.  
Research should be conducted prior to installing any cave gate.  Site specific video is necessary in 
order to see how bats enter the cave and to design gates appropriately.  

Cave Gates vs. Fencing 
 

 
 

• All EIS appendices are included only on CD.  Maps and field forms from the mist netting reports 
should be removed and a page inserted stating they were removed for confidentiality reasons. 

BA, BO, Mist Net Surveys in EIS Documents 
 

• For BAs and BOs, confidential information should be placed in an Appendix labeled 
“Confidential.”  When the BAs and BOs are prepared for each section, they may be included in 
the EIS appendices.    However, the confidential appendices should be removed. 

• FHWA asked if significant cave names should be removed from the EIS and appendices.  It was 
decided that these cave names are already in other public documentation and can remain in the I-
69 documents.  

 

• According to USFWS, the "5-mile radius" guideline regarding the distance between Cave 
and the footprint of the interchange ramps is just that - it is a guideline. The two interchange 
configurations are substantially equal, even though one is just over five miles from the cave, and 
the other is just under five miles from the cave. USFWS’s concern is primarily regarding indirect 
impacts and  Cave.   

Greene/Monroe County Line Interchange 
 

•  The connector road will be limited access, and will not have development immediately adjacent 
to it.   

• USFWS views the County Line Interchange as a replacement for the SR 54 interchange. 
 

• FHWA will be requesting a permit for the Bald and Golden Eagle Act.  According to recent 
guidelines, this should be an expedited process for agencies with a Section 7 Incidental Take 
Statement.   

Bald Eagle Permitting  
 

• INDOT and FHWA may want to look into a programmatic permit for all roads; however, for the 
I-69 timeline a separate permit for I-69 will likely be requested. 

• USFWS will check with the USFWS lead bald eagle office on any additional information.  
 
UPDATE:  FHWA/INDOT will have until June 19, 2009 to apply for an “expedited” Eagle Act 
permit from the USFWS.  There is no permit application form or processing fee for this permit.  
To apply for a permit, the applicant must send to the Service’s Region 3 Migratory Bird Permit 
Office a signed statement 1) requesting an Eagle Act permit under the final rule published in the 
Federal Register on 20 May 2008 (50 CFR Parts 13 and 22) and 2) certifying that he or she is in 
full compliance with the terms and conditions of the original ESA Incidental Take Statement 
issued for I-69 in 2003.  You may also need to supply any subsequent annual reports that 
contained pertinent information regarding bald eagles along the I-69 corridor.  The address for the 
Service’s Region 3 Migratory Bird Permit Office is below. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Migratory Bird Permit Office 
One Federal Drive 
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Fort Snelling, MN 55111 
Should you have additional questions, please contact the MB office directly… 
 
Tel. (612) 713-5436 
Fax (612) 713-5393 
Email:  permitsR3MB@fws.gov 

 

• USFWS has identified the individual it would like to hire to review I-69 documents.  Details of 
the funding arrangement are being worked out, and it is hoped that a formal offer could be 
extended soon to that individual. 

I-69 Reviewer Status  
 

 

• INDOT is working on getting a phone number as an emergency after hours contact that will be 
forwarded to a USFWS cellular phone and an INDOT cellular phone.  This would allow 
notification if bats or bald eagles are found after normal business hours without publicly 
announcing personal cellular phone numbers. 

Construction Notice Phone Numbers 
 

 

mailto:permitsR3MB@fws.gov�
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Carol Hood

From: Jason Dupont
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 6:35 PM
To: Seifert, John
Cc: Tom Cervone; Mike Elsner; Carol Hood; cgonso@dnr.IN.gov
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information
Attachments: Dugger Management Plan.pdf

Jack, 
 
You had previously sent a draft version of the EA for the State Forest System Timber Program as a system wide 
management plan for State Forests.  I would like to get a final copy of this document if it is available, or an updated 
version.  I am also interested in getting copies of the documents listed below, which are referenced in the EA.  In regard 
to our ongoing documentation for I‐69, I would also like to get a copy of a document similar to the attached 
Management Strategy addressing the portion of Pike State Forest in the vicinity of I‐69, or any other management 
documents specific to Pike State Forest. 
 

State Forest Resources Procedure Manual, Recreation Procedures Manual, and Five-Year Fish and Wildlife 
Operational Guides 
 
I have also spoken with Chris Gonso regarding potential overlap or partnering possibilities relative to our mitigation site 
development and IDNR initiatives.  I am sorry that we could not be of assistance on the properties in south central IN 
that we previously coordinated on, but we look forward to opportunities for this type of partnership in the future.  
 
Any assistance that you can provide relative to the requested documents is greatly appreciated.  If there are any 
questions, please give me a call. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
 
 

From: Seifert, John [mailto:jseifert@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:41 PM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Tom Cervone 
Subject: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jason, 
  
The information you requested.  Please let me know if you can use some of the forested land.   
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The EA will serve as our system wide management plan. We will be developing a system wide wildlife plan soon. 
  
I will check on state forest management plans as well.  A number of people are out on vacation next week, so give me a 
little time to respond. 
  
As we discussed, this information is confidential and should not be distributed to anyone not included in this email.. 
  
J Seifert 



 
 

I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 

I-69 Interagency Water Resources Team 
Advanced Mitigation Meeting 

INDOT Government Center – Room N642 
Tuesday August 19, 2008 at 10:00 a.m. EST (9:00 a.m. CST) 

 
 

 AGENDA 
 
1. Introduction 

a. Brief update on Status of I-69 Section 1 Mitigation Construction Efforts 
b. Update on where the PMT is at on Permitting and Mitigation Efforts in Sections 2 

and 3. 
 

2. Advanced Mitigation Efforts for I-69 Sections 2 and 3   
a. Definition of “Advanced Mitigation” efforts for this project 
b. Anticipated Timing of Mitigation Construction 
c. Rationale for the “Advanced Mitigation” construction effort 
c. Identification of the 4 flagged mitigation sites in Sections 2 and 3 that are 

proposed for “Advanced Mitigation” construction. 
 
 3. Options for Completing “Advanced Mitigation” Construction  

a. Memorandum Of Agreement (MOA) Between INDOT/FHWA and the Regulatory 
Agencies (I-69 Interagency Water Resources Team) to complete “Advanced 
Mitigation” construction on the 4 Flagged Sites. 

b. Mitigation Bank 
 1. Multi-project mitigation bank timing constraints 
 2. I-69 Project Specific mitigation bank flexibility 

3. Items required for completion of Mitigation Banking Agreement and 
Timing (Prospectus, etc., and needs based on alternative approach) 

 
 

4. Action Items  
  

 



I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES

                                  ____________________________________________________________ 

1 of 7

Meeting Summary

I-69 Tier 2 Interagency Water Resources Team Advanced Mitigation Meeting
INDOT Government Center—Room N642 

     Tuesday, August 19, 2008, 10:00 am 

Attendees Organization

Jason DuPont Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. (BLA)
Jeremy Kieffner BLA
Jaime Sias BLA 
Michelle Allen Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)
Robert Buskirk INDOT
Nathan Saxe INDOT
Tom Seeman INDOT
David Butts INDOT
Jason Randolph Indiana Department of Environmental Management 

(IDEM)
Dave Carr IDEM
Tony DeSimone Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Matt Buffington Indiana Division of Natural Resources (IDNR)
Christie Stanifer IDNR
Ken Collins Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS)
Andy King US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Virginia Laszewski US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Cathy Garra USEPA
Mike Hasty US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Introduction
An I-69 Interagency Water Resource Team meeting was held on August 19, 2008 at the Indiana 
Government Center North Building, Room N642, to discuss advanced mitigation construction in 
Sections 2 and 3 of the I-69 Evansville-Indianapolis project. Copies of the PowerPoint 
presentation were provided to all attendees. This meeting began at 10:00 am and ended at 1:00 
pm (EDT).   

“Advanced” mitigation was defined as the possibility of constructing the mitigation sites prior to 
the water resource permits being submitted.  This would not require that any mitigation credit be 
established prior to the construction or the permit application, but rather that there be an 
acknowledgement that the sites would be considered as mitigation and assessed for mitigation 

Discussion of Section Updates 
Everyone was updated on Section 1 highway and mitigation site construction as well as Sections 
2 through 6. All environmental impacts associated with Section 1 will be mitigated for at the one 
location (the Site) which is currently under construction.  
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credit at the time of the permit application based on appropriate monitoring and documentation 
of mitigation site establishment and success.  It was explained why INDOT and FHWA are 
pursuing this ”Advanced” mitigation option.  There is a focus on advancing construction to save 
inflation costs while assuring that replacement habitat is established prior to habitat impacts.  
The establishment of replacement habitat prior to impacts will significantly reduce or eliminate 
temporal loss concerns that may exist under typical project mitigation.  The advancement of 
mitigation was allowed under the Tier 1 EIS Record of Decision (ROD) signed by FHWA based 
on the extensive mitigation commitments included in the project.  Based on all of these factors, it 
has been acknowledged by INDOT and FHWA that development and construction of mitigation 
in advance of highway construction impacts increases ecological benefits and is positive for the 
project.  In accordance with this, INDOT and FHWA have previously coordinated with USFWS 
to secure four (4) mitigation sites to address a portion of the committed forest mitigation for I-69, 
and are now in the process of pursuing mitigation sites that will address water resources impacts 
associated with future Section 404/401, Isolated Wetlands and Construction in a Floodway 
permits.

A brief description of each of the 15 mitigation sites followed, including the four already 
purchased sites (    and  and the four (4) mitigation sites that 
have been identified by the I-69 Project Management Team (PMT) as possibly moving forward 
into “Advanced” mitigation construction (  and The focus 
areas for completing mitigation efforts are still the same for all six sections as identified in the 
Revised Tier 1 Conceptual Mitigation Plan.

Everyone was reminded that at the end of Tier 1, INDOT was authorized by FHWA to move 
forward on purchasing these mitigation sites. Therefore, it is possible for the mitigation sites to 
be constructed prior to the Tier 2 ROD for a given Section. Since Tier 1, BLA has been working 
on land acquisition for the mitigation sites in Sections 1, 2 and 3. Individual site specific CEs are 
currently being prepared for each of the sites to fully address environmental requirements. The 
CE’s must be completed and approved on each individual mitigation site prior to making an offer 
to the land owner. 

“Advanced” mitigation is being pursued to recognize construction cost savings and to show that 
INDOT and FHWA are committed to mitigating environmental impacts as defined in the Tier 1 
EIS even before road construction begins. Another incentive for developing mitigation sooner 
rather than later is to assure that the targeted mitigation goals are met, including preserving and 
increasing habitat for the identified Indiana bat maternity colonies.   

Discussion of Meeting’s Goals
The goals of the meeting were to (1) Allow the regulatory agencies to interact in terms of their 
advanced mitigation expectations and concerns, and to (2) discuss the possibility of INDOT 
moving forward with “Advanced” mitigation construction and what the agencies need from 
INDOT for this process to work successfully (especially in Sections 2 and 3). 
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Time Frames

Tentatively, Section 2’s DEIS is scheduled for release December 2008 and Section 3’s DEIS is 
scheduled for release in November 2008, but this schedule could still change. It will probably be 
four to six months after the FEIS is released in Sections 2 and 3 before a ROD is issued. INDOT 
is fully committed to moving forward with I-69 with construction funding committed for 
Sections 1, 2 and 3 currently included in the Major Moves 10-year highway plan. 

INDOT would like to move forward in construction of the four identified mitigation sites in
spring 2009. It will be in advance of the RODs being issued in both of these sections. Land will
likely be acquired before the end of 2008 because INDOT and FHWA do not want to lose any 
willing sellers at this point. This discussion of “Advanced” mitigation construction will not 
interfere with acquiring the land.  

Section 2 Mitigation Sites:

Property
This property is approximately 20 acres, the majority of which will be wetland mitigation. The 
site is located within the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge Boundary and the Patoka River 
Maternity Colony Focus Area and includes a portion of the old Patoka River channel within the 
site, which will be preserved with the acquisition.   The property is anticipated to be turned over 
to the Refuge for long term management following the establishment and monitoring period. 

 Property
This mitigation site is located in the East Fork of the White River Maternity Colony Focus Area 
and borders the south bank of the East Fork of the White River.  The site is approximately 170 
acres and includes both upland and bottomland habitat.  The conceptual mitigation plan includes 
upland forest preservation and restoration as well as wetland and stream mitigation within the 
bottomland areas as connected to existing drainage patterns and wetland sloughs.   

Property
The mitigation site is located slightly outside of the 2.5 mile radius Indiana bat maternity colony, 
but the USFWS has approved this site based on connectivity. The site includes a total of 
approximately 148 acres.  This mitigation site is known as  and has a beautiful 
slough swamp located within the mitigation site area.  The mitigation concept is to add emergent 
and forested wetlands as connected to the slough with ephemeral channels.  In addition, 
bottomland forests will be established adjacent to the slough and provide additional forested 
acreage near the East Fork of the White River. 

The property is the only currently identified mitigation site located in Section 3 of the 
I-69 project and is anticipated to address all mitigation requirements for Section 3 with 
approximately 330 acres in total.  The site has an extensive length of river boundary along the 
West Fork of the White River in two tracts which are separated by a meander in the river.  This 

Property
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mitigation site includes at least 1 bat roost tree with an additional roost tree located on or 
immediately adjacent to the property line.  The mitigation concept would be to reforest the 
oxbow currently being farmed with bottomland/wetland forests and also combine ephemeral 
stream channels, emergent wetlands, and scrub/shrub wetlands.  

A question was asked regarding an existing forested parcel across the West Fork of the White 
River between the two tracts.  The owner of the questioned parcel has not been definitively 
established due to lacking deed descriptions and tax records in this area.

The current land owner of the proposed mitigation site has been trying to purchase additional 
land southeast of the larger tract at this mitigation site and he has indicated he may be willing to 
sell additional land if it is needed.  

IDNR (Division of Forestry) might be interested in managing the Mitigation Site due 
to its close proximity to other state forests (i.e., Greene-Sullivan). Coordination with other 
IDNR Divisions as well as other prospective management agencies will continue as development 

Long-term Mitigation Site Management
It was asked if INDOT has the capacity to provide funding for the long term management of 
these sites, especially for TES species. 

All mitigation sites within the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge acquisition boundary will 
be purchased fee simple and transferred to the Refuge following the completion of the mitigation 
requirements (i.e., and The 
Refuge will then be responsible for long-term management. The Refuge has been coordinated 
with on this long-term management issue and is willing to take control of these mitigation sites
and manage them as part of the Refuge. Other forest preservation sites that have been purchased 
for mitigation credit ( and are currently under Refuge management. 

Recent coordination for long-term management on the mitigation sites located outside of the 
refuge have been conducted with Pike and Daviess County Soil and Water Conservation District 
and Four Rivers Resource Conservation and Development Area. However, there are questions as 
to whether these agencies will be able to manage these sites long term due to budget constraints. 
When questioned if the Refuge could watch over these “satellite properties,” the response based 
on current coordination was that USFWS would not likely be able to manage these properties 
outside Refuge boundaries due to staffing constraints.  

In a traditional project specific mitigation plan submitted during the permitting process of a 
project, there are usually no long-term management commitments.  

In a wetland banking agreement, INDOT can initially be identified as the long-term manager;
although the wetland banking rules allow for another agency to take over long-term management 
in the future as long as an amendment is filed and concurred with by the Mitigation Banking 
Review Team (MBRT).  
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of these mitigation sites progress.  It is the goal of INDOT to identify long term management 
partners for all of the mitigation sites.

A question was raised regarding potential conflicts with long term management goals of other 
entities that would need to be addressed in some type of management agreement associated with 
the transfer of mitigation properties from INDOT to other agencies.  This is a likely scenario 
with IDNR Division of Forestry relative to timber management practices that will be 
implemented on these mitigation properties. The details of any management agreements would 
be reviewed by the MBRT prior to the acceptance of management transfer from INDOT to 
another entity.

Wetland Banking & Permitting
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) does not have a definition of “Advanced”
mitigation in their new mitigation rule.  The only mechanism that USACE currently has to 
establish mitigation credit prior to the submittal of a permit application is through the mitigation 
banking process. Therefore, there is no way the USACE can approve of the proposed 
“Advanced” mitigation construction without a Mitigation Banking Agreement. Significant issues
for the I-69 project team regarding the Mitigation Banking Agreement include mitigation bank 
review and approval periods that are not anticipated to meet the anticipated schedule for 
construction of four (4) currently proposed sites and the requirement for long-term management 
including financial assurances for this management, which is an added expense to INDOT that is 
not usually included in a traditional site specific mitigation plan.

In order to expedite the process, it was recommended by the USACE to go through the 
mitigation banking process for both Sections 2 and 3 under an “umbrella” banking agreement. It 
may take a little more time to put the mitigation banking agreement together, but it will save time 
for the review agencies in the final approvals. In addition, it was acknowledged that INDOT has 
addressed or partially addressed with previous coordination to date, many of the significant 
hurdles for traditional mitigation bank development.

Mitigation banking is the only procedure the USACE has for completing mitigation prior to 
issuing a permit; therefore, this process must be followed to assure mitigation credits can be 
granted for a particular mitigation site in advance of a permit application. However, the USACE
did not express major concerns over meeting the targeted construction deadlines identified by 
INDOT because much of the background research that needs to go into the mitigation banking 
agreement has already been conducted (site locations, site descriptions, proposed impacts,
management, etc.) by INDOT and FHWA. The USACE said they will be as flexible as possible 
throughout the procedure to accommodate the schedule. It was stressed by the USACE that they 
could not approve of any mitigation credits without following formal mitigation banking 
procedures (i.e., no credits can be issued at the permit application without satisfying mitigation 
banking protocols) even if the environmental impacts have been mitigated for prior to road 
construction.
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An MOU or MOA is not an option for the USACE because this type of agreement is not
identified in the mitigation rules. If that type of agreement were to be pursured, it would likely 
require additional time to establish a protocol for approval of such a document. Once existing 
conditions are documented, INDOT and FHWA can work through the mitigation process to 
satisfy requirements under the umbrella banking agreement. Mitigation banking is agency driven 
and requires all MBRT members to sign the agreement identifying that they concur with the use 
of this bank for mitigation. All of the MBRT members have been involved in the identification 
and development of the prospective mitigation sites to date through the I-69 Interagency Water 
Resources Team

Upland forest mitigation will be separate from water resource mitigation in the banking 
agreement. This I-69 Umbrella Bank may be expanded for other projects in the future. Currently 
INDOT does not have projects in this part of the state that will require use of the I-69 wetland 
bank. If, however projects arise in the same banking watershed, INDOT may consider using the 
I-69 Bank if excess acreage is available and approved by all MBRT members. Currently, the 
mitigation banking process is only proposed for I-69 mitigation.

All water resource mitigation areas will require monitoring for success criteria as identified in 
the mitigation plan until the approval of the regulatory agencies has been met.  The ultimate goal 
of water resource mitigation is “hands off.” Ideally, they should be self-sustaining after the 
monitoring period has expired and little to no long-term management is anticipated. On the other 
hand, upland mitigation areas do not require monitoring by the regulatory agencies; however, 
the USFWS has requested that the upland forest mitigation areas be monitored and have put a 
success criteria on the upland forest mitigation areas as part of the Section 7 Consultation.

It was expressed that this I-69 mitigation can do a lot of good for the environment at once. It is a 
mosaic approach of various habitats and includes a number of overall ecological and watershed 
benefits in addition to partnership agreements between agencies.

A general time line for the mitigation banking agreement was discussed. Once a prospectus is 
submitted, it may take 45 days to be reviewed by the MBRT. A draft and final instrument will 
also have to be submitted for review. One mandatory public comment period is required (30 day
public comment period and 15 day USACE response and distribution to MBRT members) as part 
of the mitigation banking agreement process and this is conducted based on the prospectus.
Flexible time frames have been built into the rules and the USACE does not see these as being 
constraints. The USACE is optimistic that the mitigation banking agreement will be ready by 
spring. In most cases, the biggest delayer is usually the sponsor and in this case, the sponsor 
seems to have already expedited the process by addressing would-be issues. Due to the high 
interest in I-69, proper procedures have to be followed. 

Sections 2 and 3 are anticipated to require individual permits from USACE. IDNR will perform 
an individual agency review and a public comment period will be given before a permit will be 
granted for all Construction in a Floodway Permits.
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Approximately 10 acres of wetland impacts are anticipated in Section 3 and between 30 to 50 
acres in Section 2.

Stream mitigation will be a part of the mitigation banking. It includes such things as breaking 
tiles and creating ephemeral channels. It was agreed that it will be beneficial to show all types of 
mitigation (including associated upland forest) in the mitigation plans submitted for the 
mitigation banking agreement. However, these do not require significant details as part of the 
banking agreement as they will not be reviewed in detail by USACE because they are not related 
to regulatory mitigation for impacts to Section 404/401 and Section 10 waters.

Before construction, it will be important to have a detailed mitigation plan so USFWS can be 
aware of any potential “take” of Indiana bats (i.e., if trees have to be cut down for construction 
purposes). This is not anticipated for the mitigation sites, but may be a requirement for access 
or hydrologic connections.  Any required tree clearing will be noted on the plans.

INDOT expressed the concern that the four identified mitigation sites need to be under 
construction by April 2009, because construction dollars have been allocated in 2009 and this is 
INDOT’s best use for this money at this time.

Miscellaneous
BLA, INDOT and FHWA need to look at schedules and put together some guidance for 
completing the mitigation banking agreement in Sections 2 and 3. The PMT will need to look at 
the umbrella approach versus individual sites. 

It was asked if the powerpoint presentation could be provided with the minutes.  

Follow-up
INDOT and FHWA have determined that an umbrella mitigation bank approach will be utilized 
to move forward with advanced mitigation on the proposed sites.  The umbrella bank approach is 
included in the prospectus which is attached.

A proposed schedule for the mitigation banking review and approval process is attached as part 
of the prospectus.  Any ability to reduce the overall schedule and secure the final approval prior 
to construction contract letting will be greatly appreciated.

The graphics from the powerpoint presented at the meeting have been attached to these minutes.
Additional information regarding the four (4) proposed advanced mitigation sites is also attached 
for review and comment.
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Carol Hood

From: Jason Dupont
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 2:34 PM
To: Haulton, Scott
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl; Mike Grovak; Tom Cervone; Carol Hood
Subject: RE: State Forest 5-year F&W Operational Guides

Scott, 
 
The specific properties that I am interested in are the following: 
 

 Martin State Forest, Combs Unit just south of Kolleen, IDNR Property Code 636; 

 Ferdinand‐Pike State Forest, Parcel adjoining SR57 north of the Patoka River in Pike County (no Property Code or 
EDS number is included in the managed lands GIS layer); 

 Morgan‐Monroe State Forest, Unit bisected by SR37 north of Bloomington, IDNR Property Code 637 
 
If you need additional description information to identify these parcels, please let me know. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
 
 
 

From: Haulton, Scott [mailto:shaulton@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:48 AM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl 
Subject: State Forest 5-year F&W Operational Guides 
 
Jason, 
  
Are there specific State Forest properties you're interested in seeing the 5-year Wildlife & Wildlife Operational Guides for? 
I only have hard copies of each property's guide on file here...some are >100 pages.  If there are specific properties that 
you're interested in, I may be able to track down electronic files that would be easier to send, though I think many guides 
include maps, etc. that were not produced from electronic files. 
  
Scott 
  
Scott Haulton 
Forest Wildlife Specialist 
Indiana DNR, Division of Forestry 
402 W. Washington St. W296 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
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317-234-5725 (voice) 
317-233-3863 (fax) 
  
 

From: Hauser, Carl  
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:50 AM 
To: JDupont@blainc.com 
Cc: Seifert, John; Haulton, Scott 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 

Jason, 
  
The State Forest Procedures Manual is available on the Division of Forestry /State Forests web site, 
http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6485.htm. 
  
The Recreation Procedures Manual is a series of Word documents, attached. 
  
The 5-year Fish and Wildlife Operational Guides are done by each property.  I'll ask Scott Haulton, or Wildlife Specialist, 
to send you the ones we have on file. 
  
We do not have an overall management plan for Pike State Forest similar to the one you mentioned for Greene-Sullivan.  
Pike, like other state forests, is divided into compartments (approximately 1000 acres) that are subdivided into tracts 
(approximately 100 acres).  Each tract is inventoried on a cycle, usually about 20 years, with the inventory summarized 
and management activities prescribed.  These guides are kept at the property office; old management guides would be 
available only as paper copies.  To see an example of a tract management guide, see the web site at 
http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6472.htm.  There should be at least one Pike tract guide posted there under the "Archived 
Management Guides", http://www.in.gov/dnr/files/Ferdinand-Pike_Compartment_11_Tract_05.pdf.  If you need other tract 
management guides, let me know. 
  
Carl Hauser 
Property Program Specialist 
Indiana Dept of Natural Resources - Division of Forestry 
402 W. Washington, Room W296 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
(317) 232-4114 
 

From: Seifert, John  
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 6:00 PM 
To: Hauser, Carl 
Subject: FW: DNR Forestry Information 

Carl, 
  
Can you handle? 
  
J Seifert 
 

From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 7:35 PM 
To: Seifert, John 
Cc: Tom Cervone; Mike Elsner; Carol Hood; Gonso, Christopher L. 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 

Jack, 
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You had previously sent a draft version of the EA for the State Forest System Timber Program as a system wide 
management plan for State Forests.  I would like to get a final copy of this document if it is available, or an updated 
version.  I am also interested in getting copies of the documents listed below, which are referenced in the EA.  In regard 
to our ongoing documentation for I‐69, I would also like to get a copy of a document similar to the attached 
Management Strategy addressing the portion of Pike State Forest in the vicinity of I‐69, or any other management 
documents specific to Pike State Forest. 
 

State Forest Resources Procedure Manual, Recreation Procedures Manual, and Five-Year Fish and Wildlife 
Operational Guides 
 
I have also spoken with Chris Gonso regarding potential overlap or partnering possibilities relative to our mitigation site 
development and IDNR initiatives.  I am sorry that we could not be of assistance on the properties in south central IN 
that we previously coordinated on, but we look forward to opportunities for this type of partnership in the future.  
 
Any assistance that you can provide relative to the requested documents is greatly appreciated.  If there are any 
questions, please give me a call. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
 
 

From: Seifert, John [mailto:jseifert@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:41 PM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Tom Cervone 
Subject: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jason, 
  
The information you requested.  Please let me know if you can use some of the forested land.   
  
The EA will serve as our system wide management plan. We will be developing a system wide wildlife plan soon. 
  
I will check on state forest management plans as well.  A number of people are out on vacation next week, so give me a 
little time to respond. 
  
As we discussed, this information is confidential and should not be distributed to anyone not included in this email.. 
  
J Seifert 



‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jason Dupont  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 9:59 AM 
To: Carol Hood; Mike Grovak; Kent Ahrenholtz; Tom Cervone; Daniel Townsend; Kia 
Gillette; Eric Swickard 
Subject: FW: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Lauck, Jim [mailto:jlauck@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 9:46 AM 
To: Hauser, Carl 
Cc: Jason Dupont 
Subject: RE: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
That is correct regarding Martin...there are no management guides available for 
the Combs Unit. 
  
Jim 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Hauser, Carl 
Sent: Tue 9/9/2008 10:40 
To: Allen, Jim; Vadas, Dave; Brown, Doug; Lauck, Jim 
Cc: JDupont@blainc.com 
Subject: FW: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
Could you check your files and send copies of any available tract management 
guides (electronic if available, paper otherwise) that meet the criteria below.   
Send directly to Jason DuPont at the address below.  According to my map, this 
would include Pike SF C13 T4,5; Morgan‐Monroe C10 T7,15,16 and C11 
T22,23,24,25,11.  I assume we have nothing for the Combs Unit. 
  
Thanks. 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 3:34 PM 
To: Haulton, Scott 
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl; Mike Grovak; Tom Cervone; Carol Hood 
Subject: RE: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
 
Scott, 
 
  
 



The specific properties that I am interested in are the following: 
 
  
 
∙         Martin State Forest, Combs Unit just south of Kolleen, IDNR Property 
Code 636; 
 
∙         Ferdinand‐Pike State Forest, Parcel adjoining SR57 north of the Patoka 
River in Pike County (no Property Code or EDS number is included in the managed 
lands GIS layer); 
 
∙         Morgan‐Monroe State Forest, Unit bisected by SR37 north of Bloomington, 
IDNR Property Code 637 
 
  
 
If you need additional description information to identify these parcels, please 
let me know. 
 
  
 
Thanks, 
 
Jason 
 
  
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
 
Chief of Environmental Services 
 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
 
6200 Vogel Road 
 
Evansville, IN  47715 
 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
From: Haulton, Scott [mailto:shaulton@dnr.IN.gov]  



Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:48 AM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl 
Subject: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
  
 
Jason, 
 
  
 
Are there specific State Forest properties you're interested in seeing the 5‐year 
Wildlife & Wildlife Operational Guides for?  I only have hard copies of each 
property's guide on file here...some are >100 pages.  If there are specific 
properties that you're interested in, I may be able to track down electronic 
files that would be easier to send, though I think many guides include maps, etc. 
that were not produced from electronic files. 
 
  
 
Scott 
 
  
 
Scott Haulton 
 
Forest Wildlife Specialist 
 
Indiana DNR, Division of Forestry 
 
402 W. Washington St. W296 
 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
317‐234‐5725 (voice) 
 
317‐233‐3863 (fax) 
 
  
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Hauser, Carl  
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:50 AM 
To: JDupont@blainc.com 
Cc: Seifert, John; Haulton, Scott 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jason, 
 



  
 
The State Forest Procedures Manual is available on the Division of Forestry 
/State Forests web site, http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6485.htm. 
 
  
 
The Recreation Procedures Manual is a series of Word documents, attached. 
 
  
 
The 5‐year Fish and Wildlife Operational Guides are done by each property.  I'll 
ask Scott Haulton, or Wildlife Specialist, to send you the ones we have on file. 
 
  
 
We do not have an overall management plan for Pike State Forest similar to the 
one you mentioned for Greene‐Sullivan.  Pike, like other state forests, is 
divided into compartments (approximately 1000 acres) that are subdivided into 
tracts (approximately 100 acres).  Each tract is inventoried on a cycle, usually 
about 20 years, with the inventory summarized and management activities 
prescribed.  These guides are kept at the property office; old management guides 
would be available only as paper copies.  To see an example of a tract management 
guide, see the web site at http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6472.htm.  There should 
be at least one Pike tract guide posted there under the "Archived Management 
Guides", http://www.in.gov/dnr/files/Ferdinand‐Pike_Compartment_11_Tract_05.pdf.  
If you need other tract management guides, let me know. 
 
  
 
Carl Hauser 
 
Property Program Specialist 
 
Indiana Dept of Natural Resources ‐ Division of Forestry 
 
402 W. Washington, Room W296 
 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
(317) 232‐4114 
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Seifert, John  
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 6:00 PM 
To: Hauser, Carl 
Subject: FW: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Carl, 



 
  
 
Can you handle? 
 
  
 
J Seifert 
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 7:35 PM 
To: Seifert, John 
Cc: Tom Cervone; Mike Elsner; Carol Hood; Gonso, Christopher L. 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jack, 
 
  
 
You had previously sent a draft version of the EA for the State Forest System 
Timber Program as a system wide management plan for State Forests.  I would like 
to get a final copy of this document if it is available, or an updated version.  
I am also interested in getting copies of the documents listed below, which are 
referenced in the EA.  In regard to our ongoing documentation for I‐69, I would 
also like to get a copy of a document similar to the attached Management Strategy 
addressing the portion of Pike State Forest in the vicinity of I‐69, or any other 
management documents specific to Pike State Forest. 
 
  
 
State Forest Resources Procedure Manual, Recreation Procedures Manual, and Five‐
Year Fish and Wildlife Operational Guides 
 
  
 
I have also spoken with Chris Gonso regarding potential overlap or partnering 
possibilities relative to our mitigation site development and IDNR initiatives.  
I am sorry that we could not be of assistance on the properties in south central 
IN that we previously coordinated on, but we look forward to opportunities for 
this type of partnership in the future.  
 
  
 
Any assistance that you can provide relative to the requested documents is 
greatly appreciated.  If there are any questions, please give me a call. 
 
  
 



Thanks, 
 
Jason 
 
  
 
  
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
 
Chief of Environmental Services 
 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
 
6200 Vogel Road 
 
Evansville, IN  47715 
 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
From: Seifert, John [mailto:jseifert@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:41 PM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Tom Cervone 
Subject: DNR Forestry Information 
 
  
 
Jason, 
 
  
 
The information you requested.  Please let me know if you can use some of the 
forested land.   
 
  
 
The EA will serve as our system wide management plan. We will be developing a 
system wide wildlife plan soon. 
 
  
 



I will check on state forest management plans as well.  A number of people are 
out on vacation next week, so give me a little time to respond. 
 
  
 
As we discussed, this information is confidential and should not be distributed 
to anyone not included in this email.. 
 
  
 
J Seifert 
 
 



‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jason Dupont  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 9:59 AM 
To: Carol Hood; Mike Grovak; Kent Ahrenholtz; Tom Cervone; Daniel Townsend; Kia 
Gillette; Eric Swickard 
Subject: FW: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Lauck, Jim [mailto:jlauck@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2008 9:46 AM 
To: Hauser, Carl 
Cc: Jason Dupont 
Subject: RE: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
That is correct regarding Martin...there are no management guides available for 
the Combs Unit. 
  
Jim 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Hauser, Carl 
Sent: Tue 9/9/2008 10:40 
To: Allen, Jim; Vadas, Dave; Brown, Doug; Lauck, Jim 
Cc: JDupont@blainc.com 
Subject: FW: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
Could you check your files and send copies of any available tract management 
guides (electronic if available, paper otherwise) that meet the criteria below.   
Send directly to Jason DuPont at the address below.  According to my map, this 
would include Pike SF C13 T4,5; Morgan‐Monroe C10 T7,15,16 and C11 
T22,23,24,25,11.  I assume we have nothing for the Combs Unit. 
  
Thanks. 
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2008 3:34 PM 
To: Haulton, Scott 
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl; Mike Grovak; Tom Cervone; Carol Hood 
Subject: RE: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
 
 
Scott, 
 
  
 



The specific properties that I am interested in are the following: 
 
  
 
∙         Martin State Forest, Combs Unit just south of Kolleen, IDNR Property 
Code 636; 
 
∙         Ferdinand‐Pike State Forest, Parcel adjoining SR57 north of the Patoka 
River in Pike County (no Property Code or EDS number is included in the managed 
lands GIS layer); 
 
∙         Morgan‐Monroe State Forest, Unit bisected by SR37 north of Bloomington, 
IDNR Property Code 637 
 
  
 
If you need additional description information to identify these parcels, please 
let me know. 
 
  
 
Thanks, 
 
Jason 
 
  
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
 
Chief of Environmental Services 
 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
 
6200 Vogel Road 
 
Evansville, IN  47715 
 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
From: Haulton, Scott [mailto:shaulton@dnr.IN.gov]  



Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:48 AM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Seifert, John; Hauser, Carl 
Subject: State Forest 5‐year F&W Operational Guides 
 
  
 
Jason, 
 
  
 
Are there specific State Forest properties you're interested in seeing the 5‐year 
Wildlife & Wildlife Operational Guides for?  I only have hard copies of each 
property's guide on file here...some are >100 pages.  If there are specific 
properties that you're interested in, I may be able to track down electronic 
files that would be easier to send, though I think many guides include maps, etc. 
that were not produced from electronic files. 
 
  
 
Scott 
 
  
 
Scott Haulton 
 
Forest Wildlife Specialist 
 
Indiana DNR, Division of Forestry 
 
402 W. Washington St. W296 
 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
 
317‐234‐5725 (voice) 
 
317‐233‐3863 (fax) 
 
  
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Hauser, Carl  
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2008 8:50 AM 
To: JDupont@blainc.com 
Cc: Seifert, John; Haulton, Scott 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jason, 
 



  
 
The State Forest Procedures Manual is available on the Division of Forestry 
/State Forests web site, http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6485.htm. 
 
  
 
The Recreation Procedures Manual is a series of Word documents, attached. 
 
  
 
The 5‐year Fish and Wildlife Operational Guides are done by each property.  I'll 
ask Scott Haulton, or Wildlife Specialist, to send you the ones we have on file. 
 
  
 
We do not have an overall management plan for Pike State Forest similar to the 
one you mentioned for Greene‐Sullivan.  Pike, like other state forests, is 
divided into compartments (approximately 1000 acres) that are subdivided into 
tracts (approximately 100 acres).  Each tract is inventoried on a cycle, usually 
about 20 years, with the inventory summarized and management activities 
prescribed.  These guides are kept at the property office; old management guides 
would be available only as paper copies.  To see an example of a tract management 
guide, see the web site at http://www.in.gov/dnr/forestry/6472.htm.  There should 
be at least one Pike tract guide posted there under the "Archived Management 
Guides", http://www.in.gov/dnr/files/Ferdinand‐Pike_Compartment_11_Tract_05.pdf.  
If you need other tract management guides, let me know. 
 
  
 
Carl Hauser 
 
Property Program Specialist 
 
Indiana Dept of Natural Resources ‐ Division of Forestry 
 
402 W. Washington, Room W296 
 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
(317) 232‐4114 
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Seifert, John  
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2008 6:00 PM 
To: Hauser, Carl 
Subject: FW: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Carl, 



 
  
 
Can you handle? 
 
  
 
J Seifert 
 
  
 
________________________________ 
 
From: Jason Dupont [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 7:35 PM 
To: Seifert, John 
Cc: Tom Cervone; Mike Elsner; Carol Hood; Gonso, Christopher L. 
Subject: RE: DNR Forestry Information 
 
Jack, 
 
  
 
You had previously sent a draft version of the EA for the State Forest System 
Timber Program as a system wide management plan for State Forests.  I would like 
to get a final copy of this document if it is available, or an updated version.  
I am also interested in getting copies of the documents listed below, which are 
referenced in the EA.  In regard to our ongoing documentation for I‐69, I would 
also like to get a copy of a document similar to the attached Management Strategy 
addressing the portion of Pike State Forest in the vicinity of I‐69, or any other 
management documents specific to Pike State Forest. 
 
  
 
State Forest Resources Procedure Manual, Recreation Procedures Manual, and Five‐
Year Fish and Wildlife Operational Guides 
 
  
 
I have also spoken with Chris Gonso regarding potential overlap or partnering 
possibilities relative to our mitigation site development and IDNR initiatives.  
I am sorry that we could not be of assistance on the properties in south central 
IN that we previously coordinated on, but we look forward to opportunities for 
this type of partnership in the future.  
 
  
 
Any assistance that you can provide relative to the requested documents is 
greatly appreciated.  If there are any questions, please give me a call. 
 
  
 



Thanks, 
 
Jason 
 
  
 
  
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
 
Chief of Environmental Services 
 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
 
6200 Vogel Road 
 
Evansville, IN  47715 
 
Phone: 812.479.6200 
 
Fax:  812.479.6262 
 
email:  jdupont@blainc.com 
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
From: Seifert, John [mailto:jseifert@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2008 3:41 PM 
To: Jason Dupont 
Cc: Tom Cervone 
Subject: DNR Forestry Information 
 
  
 
Jason, 
 
  
 
The information you requested.  Please let me know if you can use some of the 
forested land.   
 
  
 
The EA will serve as our system wide management plan. We will be developing a 
system wide wildlife plan soon. 
 
  
 



I will check on state forest management plans as well.  A number of people are 
out on vacation next week, so give me a little time to respond. 
 
  
 
As we discussed, this information is confidential and should not be distributed 
to anyone not included in this email.. 
 
  
 
J Seifert 
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I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies 

Section 7 Consultation Meeting 
USFWS – Bloomington Field Office 

January 12, 2009 (9:00 am EST) 
 
 

A. Introductions 

 AGENDA 
 

B. Funding Agreements with USFWS 
a. I-69 Reviewer 
b. Biennial Cave Surveys 
c. Mussel Research 
d. Educational Pamphlet (Complete Poster, Approve and make Copies) 
e. Spring and Fall Research 

C. 2008 Annual Report 
D. Pigeon Creek Bridge Final Design Review 
E. Anticipated DEIS and BA (including format) Schedules 
F. Mist Netting for Indiana Bat 

a. Pre-Construction 
i. Section 1 Results – Completed July 2008 by ESI & BLA 

1. 85 bats (32 EP, 27 RB, 12 BB, 10 EB, 3 IB/1L & 2 PL, 1 NB) 
2. 5 Roost Trees (2-6” DBH, Amer. Elm, 0-10 Emergency Counts) 

ii. Sections 2 and 3 Confirmation of Sites – Pending for Discussion 
b. Post-Construction Mist Netting – Section 1 
c. Mist Netting Discussion for Sections 4, 5 and 6 

G. Mitigation Status, Management and Tracking 
a. Any new measure(s)?  Removal or modification of any original measure(s)?  Examples 

could be a security system for Cave, bat friendly bridges, bat roosting pole, etc. 
b. Updates on Section 1, Section 2, Section 3 and Section 4 (provide letter & database) 
c. For Team Consideration

H. Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act Permitting Requirements 

: Shifting some summer habitat mitigation acres from Section 4 
to Section 2 (specifically PRNWR) on the basis of the existing high-quality and extensive 
Indiana bat summer habitat and known (in perpetuity) land steward  

I. I-Button Update/Banding Summary/Scientific Paper and Publishing/I-69 Research Project 
J. White Nose Syndrome and Recovery Plan Update by USFWS 
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MEETING MINUTES 

Meeting with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
At USFWS Bloomington, Indiana Field Office 

January 12, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. EST  
 

Attendee Organization 
Andy King U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Scott Pruitt USFWS 
Robin McWilliams Munson USFWS 
Janice Osadczuk Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Bren George FHWA 
David Butts (via phone) Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
Joshua Mott INDOT 
Jason DuPont  Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA/PMC) 
Tom Cervone BLA 
Kia Gillette  BLA 
 
Representatives from FHWA, INDOT, and BLA met with USFWS on January 12, 2009 at the USFWS 
Bloomington Field Office.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss a number of topics related to the I-
69 Evansville to Indianapolis highway. The meeting opened with participants introducing themselves. 
The following summarizes the discussion for each topic addressed. 
 

• Manage all six sections of I-69. 

BLA’s Roles and Responsibilities 
 
BLA’s roles and responsibilities for the I-69 project include the following: 
 

• Manage sub consultants conducting field work. 
• Manage firms working on Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) and make sure EISs have a 

consistent format. 
• Officially represent FHWA to prepare Section 7 documentation, including Biological 

Assessments (BAs). 
• Review all National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents. 
• Identify, purchase, and design mitigation sites for I-69 

 

• The funding agreement for the USFWS I-69 reviewer position is in place. Robin McWilliams 
Munson has been hired and is now working for the USFWS in this position. 

I-69 Reviewer and Other Funding Statuses  
 

• Funding agreement for the biennial census ($50,000), autumn/spring habitat research ($125,000), 
Indiana bat educational material ($25,000), and captive rearing research ($20,000) is getting 
close. The USFWS will use a funding mechanism to request commitment money from INDOT 
for these mitigation items. The USFWS will work through this like they worked through getting 
funding for the I-69 reviewer position.  

• It was questioned by the FHWA if these commitments are being funding by the state or if it 
includes federal money. The FHWA does not want to be paying if INDOT is already funding 
these items. INDOT will follow up with Michelle Allen. 

• The USFWS will want the commitment money transferred but is not sure when. 
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• The “Educational Pamphlet” needs to be changed to “Educational Materials” in the conservation 
measures.  Educational materials could include printing for the Indiana bat poster. 

 

• Construction in Section 1 is underway and is anticipated that all portions will be let for 
construction by 2010 or 2011. 

Construction/Draft EIS/BA Timelines 
 

• Construction is planned for the bridges over Pigeon Creek in April/May 2009. 
• It is anticipated that letting for four mitigation sites (Cooper-Buck, Corn, Purcell and Cornelius) 

will occur in March 2009.   
• Request for Proposals (RFPs) for design will be posted once Sections 2 and 3 DEISs are released. 

It is anticipated that Sections 2 and 3 DEISs will be released in early February 2009 and that 
construction may begin in either of these sections in 2011 or 2012. 

• The Patoka and East Fork of the White River bridges are two possible projects that may be 
pursued for early letting for Sections 2 and 3.  

• It is uncertain if the schedule will accelerate due to President Barack Obama’s proposed 
economic stimulus package. There will probably be some prioritizing of projects. Some of this 
proposed money could be used for other projects which may make other monies available for I-
69.  

• It is possible, that for projects to be eligible for FHWA stimulus packages, they need to be ready 
for letting in 120 days. 

• Tier 2 BAs for Sections 2 and 3 will be submitted after the 120 day comment period ends. 
• Robin will be provided with copies of the Draft BAs before they are finalized. 
• Information in Tier 2 BAs is not defined in Tier 1 (i.e. conducting field work to determine quality 

of forest to be impacted). 
• Due to the wording in the Tier 1 Revised BO and because Sections 2 and 3 have separate EISs, it 

was agreed that each section would have its own BA.  
• Try to include as detailed a schedule as possible in the BAs, include caveats if necessary. 
• The environmental documents are written so that rest areas and interchanges may be built at a 

later time. This should be taken into account in the BAs. 
 

• During the pre-construction mist netting of Section 1, 85 bats were captured (32 eastern 
pipistrelle bats, 27 red bats, 12 big brown bats, 10 evening bats, one northern bat and three 
Indiana bats). Of the three Indiana bats, one was lactating and two were post-lactating. The 
lactating bat was caught on the Section 1 mitigation site, the Besing property.  

Indiana Bat Mist Netting Sites  
 

• The purpose of this monitoring is to see how the bats react to the road and traffic associated with 
the road. The traffic will not be there immediately after construction begins. Therefore, 
monitoring will be for at least five consecutive years after construction begins (trees are cut) and 
until the road is open to traffic. However, the wording in the Tier 2 BOs regarding this 
monitoring allows for flexibility.  

• The first year of post-construction sites near Pigeon Creek will be initiated in summer 2009. It 
needs to be done this year because the trees will have been cut by the mist netting season. This 
monitoring will be completed the summer before construction begins in a given section and will 
continue each subsequent summer during the construction phase and for at least five summers 
after construction has been completed. This portion of the road will not open until the highway 
construction is complete to SR 64.   

• Pre-construction mist netting for Sections 2 and 3 are expected to occur in 2010. Therefore, 
coordination with the USFWS will need to occur in early 2010 to in order to identify and approve 
sites.  
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• For Sections 2 and 3, construction will not begin until 2011 or 2012.   

• The current guidelines for mist netting state that the data is valid for two years minimum.  
Generally USFWS believes the mist netting data will be valid for at least five years unless 
significant land use changes have occurred in the area.   Mist net surveys for Sections 4-6 were 
conducted in 2004 and 2005.  

Previous Survey Data and Anticipated Schedule 
 

• The strength of the data for Sections 4 through 6 will depend on if there have been any significant 
landscape changes since the original banding.  

• If additional surveys are warranted, does the USFWS need them done before the EIS is issued? 
• Section 4 EIS will likely be completed by the end of 2009. The BA will be completed by the end 

of 2009 or early 2010. 
• If additional surveys will be conducted, coordination will need to ensue the summer prior to the 

EIS. BLA will review the most recent aerials and the Greene County comprehensive plan in order 
to determine if there are any significant changes and provide this information to USFWS. 
USFWS needs to look at information soon in order to let BLA know if the 2004/2005 mist netting 
data is still valid.  

• The most recent aerials will need to be used in future BAs. 
 

• USFWS needs to be provided with mapping of recharge areas for hibernacula and for those areas 
that could be impacted by indirect development. 

Karst 
 

• There will be additional dye tracings in Cave in late winter/early spring 2009. 
• BLA has assembled some mapping in order to help determine what habitat to purchase in Section 

4. However, the Iverson’s and Livingston’s have not expressed an interest in selling. 
• The USFWS expressed an interest in installing an alarm system in  Cave in order to notify 

appropriate personnel if people enter the cave. They will likely need cell phone coverage in the 
area in order for an alarm to work. 

 

• The USFWS does not have enough information at this time to determine if it is a good idea for 
the East Fork of the White River and Patoka River bridges to be designed as bat friendly bridges.  
It may be more appropriate to design these types of bridges away from the interstate or retrofit 
other existing bridges. These retrofitted bridges can be used for migration or summer roosts. 

Bat Friendly Bridges 
 

• The RFP for these bridges will be coming out soon. The preliminary design plans are expected 
this year. 

• The USFWS will look into bat friendly bridges and get an answer to BLA soon.  
 

• Section 1’s mitigation site has been graded and some planting has occurred. Construction is 90 
percent complete. Monitoring will start this year. BLA recommends fall monitoring.  INDOT 
prefers one growing season prior to annual monitoring.  

Mitigation Status 
 

• BLA is currently maintaining the mitigation tracking database. It is not currently online.  An 
online database may be the best mechanism for INDOT and other agencies to view. 

• The tracking database should be as user-friendly as possible.  
• USFWS asked what will happen to the mitigation sites after monitoring?  Mitigation sites within 

the Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge acquisition boundary will be given to the Refuge. The 
USFWS Bloomington Field Office will need a letter from Bill McCoy describing the long-term 
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management of these sites. There needs to be specific guidelines for Indiana bat management, 
such as no timbering.  

• There needs to be a discussion about the long-term management of these mitigation sites. It is not 
anticipated that these sites will be turned over for long-term managing until they have been 
proven successful. They will need deed restrictions or easements for management as soon as 
possible and the long-term steward needs to be clearly identified. The USFWS needs more 
certainty for long-term management for Indiana bats.  The USFWS would like to have an MOA 
with the land steward. A stewardship document needs to be developed for each section even 
though all long-term managers may not be known at this time. There is no funding to manage the 
sites for invasive species.  A draft document should be developed next month by BLA detailing 
deed restrictions.  

• Future long-term management of the mitigation sites needs to be included in the BAs.  
• The umbrella mitigation bank (UMB) is in the process of being established for I-69. To date, it 

only includes Sections 2 and 3. The UMB is the only way to ensure that the US Army Corps of 
Engineers will be able to credit mitigation sites developed prior to permit applications.  

• The mitigation has been focused at maternity colonies and the Winter Action Area. 
• The forest impacts will be mitigated at a 3:1 (1:1 replacement; 2:1 preservation).  
• The letters should be ready for Section 4 potential mitigation site property owners. The USFWS 

will review these letters and let BLA know of any comments. The USFWS has not abandoned the 
idea of purchasing other hibernacula. 

• Considering the amount of forested acres in Section 4, the USFWS is open to moving some of the 
mitigation acres to Sections 5 and 6 because these sections have experienced more development. 
The oxbows along the White River could be investigated.  INDOT will consider looking into that 
area. 

• Mitigation areas should also include winter habitat. 
• A bat roosting pole will be placed at some of the mitigation sites. It is basically a utility pole with 

various structures for roosting along with a bat box. The USFWS will review these design plans 
and provide comments.  

 

• It has been discovered the data loggers under the bridge make noise. Some of them are louder 
than others. Because of this, they will be removed in mid-March 2009 before bats start arriving. 
The USFWS has not stated its position or provided a comment regarding this.  

Bridge Monitoring 
 

• Approximately 50 to 55 bats have been banded this year.  
• The USFWS journal will be checked to see if the “Bat Occupancy under a Bridge in 

Southwestern Indiana” paper can be published in it.   
 

• BLA needs to check for a previous e-mail from USFWS that includes contact information for the 
migratory bird division. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act Permitting Requirements 
 

• BLA will likely need to send a formal letter requesting a permit. 
 

• There is an additional I-69 research project which would involve the genetic analysis of roost 
trees near I-69; however, there is currently no funding for this project. 

I-69 Research Project 
 

• The change of scope may be necessary.  FHWA will follow up on the status of the project. 
• The USFWS is interested in seeing this study happen. 
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• There are still biweekly conference calls to discuss that status of WNS. 

White Nose Syndrome (WNS) 
 

• It is still spreading in the northeast, including central Pennsylvania, New Jersey and New 
Hampshire. 

• It was observed earlier this year than last year. 
• The bats are still losing fat reserves.  The bats in New York still had fat reserves but were flying 

out earlier this year. 
• There is a 90 percent mortality associated with this disease. 
• Many labs have been working on this and they have isolated a cold loving fungus.  
• The biennial winter surveys start Saturday (1/17). 
• The WNS will be incorporated into the Indiana bat Recovery Plan. This plan is currently being 

reviewed and the USFWS and they will try to make it available in the near future. 
 
 

• This training has been shown to Section 1 contractors. 

Indiana Bat Awareness Training Video 
  

• The training is a term and condition of the BO. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



~NRCS 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
6013 Lakeside Blvd. 
Indianapolis, IN 46278 

Jeremy Kieffuer 

United States Department of Agriculture 

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN 47715-4006 

Dear Jeremy, 

I 03 ( ) (;0/ · If'(__ 

January 29, 2009 

I am writing to encourage you to use the NRCS Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG} to review 
and plan the mitigation projects for 1-69. The FOTG details the specific requirements to 
successfully implement conservation projects. The FOTG is available at: 
http://efotg.nrcs.usda.gov/treemenuFS.aspx You can find them at this site in the folder called 
Section IV and in a subfolder called (B. Indiana Standards). The following FOTG standards among 
others that appear to be applicable to the I-69 mitigation project include: 

Conservation Cover (327) at: 
http://efotg.nrcs.usda.gov/references/public/IN/conservation cover.pdf 

Tree and Shrub Establishment (612) at: 
http://efotg.nrcs.usda.gov/references/public/IN/Tree Shrub Establishment.pdf 

Wetland Restoration (657) at: 
http:/ I efotg.nrcs. usda. gov /references/public/IN/Wetland Restoration. pdf 

You may also want to consult the following NRCS Technical Notes: 

Tree Planting in Floodplains at: 
http://www.in.nrcs.usda.gov/intranet/TechnicalNotes/Tree Planting in Flood Plains TechNote.pd 
f 

Wetland Plantings for Wildlife at: 
http://www.in.nrcs.usda.gov/intranet/TechnicalNotes/Wetland Plantings for Wildlife TechNote(l 
0-2007v l-2).pdf 

NRCS also has job sheets for planning conservation practices and they can be found at the 
following site http://www.in.nrcs.usda.gov/technicall and by clicking on the area of concern e.g. 
Indiana Biology, Indiana Forestry etc. 

Helping People Help the Land 

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 

RECEIVED 

FEB 0 2 2009 

BLA- EVANSVILLE 



If you need assistance with utilizing NRCS Technical Resources please contact Shannon Zezula, 
NRCS Indiana State Resource Conservationist, at 317-2900 ext. 388 or 
shannon.zezula@in. usda. gov. 

<)..~[,~ 
JA~EHARDISTY 0 
State Conservationist 

cc: Shannon Zezula, State Resource Conservationist, NRCS, Indianapolis, IN 
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FINAL MINUTES 

Box Turtle Coordination Meeting 
February 12, 2009  

 
Attendees Organization 

Matt Buffington Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
Katie Smith IDNR 
Michelle Allen Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) 
David Glista  INDOT 
Bob Buskirk INDOT 
Josh Mott INDOT 
Nathan Saxe INDOT 
Jason DuPont  Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates (BLA/PMC) 
Tom Cervone BLA 
 
Representatives from INDOT, IDNR and BLA met on February 12, 2009 at the Indiana Government 
Center North (Room 801).  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss box turtle impacts related to the    
I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis highway. The meeting opened with participants introducing themselves. 
The following summarizes the discussion for each topic addressed. 
 

• Reproduction in box turtles is dependent upon visual identification of individuals. 

Box Turtle Facts 
 

• Box turtles are close to becoming endangered in Indiana. 
• They have been known to congregate on logging roads. 
• The box turtle is totally protected from collection in Indiana. 
• There are two species of box turtles in Indiana, i.e., the eastern box turtle and the ornate box 

turtle.  The former is a state special concern species, while the later is a state endangered species. 
• The box turtle is a woodland species in Indiana. 
• The ornate box turtle is endemic to the Plainsville Sand Dune Region in Indiana, of which, I-69 

circumnavigates to the east. 
 

• Ms. Cook’s letter showed concern for the box turtle in the construction of I-69. 

Tess Cook’s Correspondence  
 

• The governor responded to Tess Cook’s letter by recognizing proposed I-69 mitigation and the 
states readiness to work between agencies (especially INDOT & IDNR) to avoid and minimize 
impacts associated with the I-69 project. 

• A permit will be required during construction of I-69 to move any box turtles and volunteers will 
not

 

 be used, due to safety, liability and other considerations, in surveys during construction of 
roadway. 

• There was a Ravinia Woods box turtle study initiated by Zach Walker along with one at the 
Morgan-Monroe State Forest and Yellow Wood.  It is now being studied by Purdue. 

Projects/ Studies 
 

• A recent INDOT SR 66 Project required a copperbelly water snake survey during construction, 
which transferred snakes away from construction limits. 

• An animal behaviorist may be helpful in turtle work completed on I-69. 



                              I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
 

 
 

  2 of 2 

• Dog tracking details and post relocation survival data is needed from Maryland for additional 
insights. 

• I-69 studies have shown the following: 
o 1993 (June-July) – 1 box turtle observed in a 30 day drift fence array study in the Patoka 

River Bottoms 
o 1993 Greene County Pedestrian Survey – Box turtles observed along CR 875 northeast of 

Koleen 
o 2005 (March-May) – 4 box turtles observed in a 60 day drift fence array study in the Patoka 

River Bottoms 
o 2006-2008 Road surveys along SR 37 

• 1 box turtle in vicinity of Beanblossom Creek 
• 2 box turtles in vicinity of Bryants Creek 

o 2007 Forest Survey in Section 4 
• Box turtles were observed in 12-15 forest transects from a total of 84 transects 

 
Why Box Turtles? 
 

• They are:  
o a vulnerable species 
o susceptible to disturbance  
o a sedentary species 
o have a small home range, and 
o decreasing in abundance in Indiana 

   
I-69 Awareness Training Video for Endangered and Threatened Species 
 

• An educational video for Section 7 Federally Endangered and Threatened Species is being 
completed for each section of I-69 

• Attendees indicated that the box turtle could be added to the end of this video and that 
construction workers would be educated on guidelines to avoid and minimize impacts to both 
species. 

• BLA will coordinate with USFWS in Bloomington regarding state listed species being included 
in the awareness training video.  Coordination on February 13 with USFWS showed their support 
to have State listed species in the awareness training video as deemed appropriate by INDOT and 
FHWA.     

 
Other Considerations 
 

• Wildlife crossings have been preliminarily evaluated for Sections 2 and 3 with IDNR.  Further 
refinement of these during final design should consider box turtles. 

• A demonstration project(s) may be considered for potential habitat areas in subsequent 
construction phases (most likely Sections 2 and 4).   

 
Closing   
   
The meeting closed at approximately 3:30 p.m.    
 
 



From: Dupont, Jason  
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2009 4:19 PM 
To: Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov 
Cc: Cervone, Tom; Hood, Carol; Laszewski.Virginia@epamail.epa.gov 
Subject: I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting 
 
Ken, 
 
Per your request to FHWA staff and to Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates regarding showing a cave 
biology video at our next I‐69 Agency Meeting, we would like to request a copy of the proposed video 
for review so that we can coordinate with INDOT and FHWA regarding the video material.  The video can 
be mailed to my attention at the address below, or you can contact me about transmitting an electronic 
version of the video, possibly via our FTP site.  We look forward to reviewing this video. If you have any 
questions, please let me know. 
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E. 
Chief of Environmental Services 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 
Ph. 812‐479‐6200 
Ph. 800‐423‐7411 
Fax 812‐479‐6262 
jdupont@blainc.com 
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United States Department of the Interior i0"3 -tVC I- I ft.
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 
Phone: (812) 334-426.1 Fax: (812) 334-4273 

Ben Lawrence, P.E., Administrator 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
Environmental Policy Section 
Office of Environmental Services 
100 North Senate A venue 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2216 

5 March 2009 

RECEIV&O 

MAR I 3 2009 

BLA- EVANSVILLE 

RE: Proposed purchase of flood-damaged parcels within the proposed, construction right-of
way of Section 5 qfi-69 near Martinsville in Morgan County, Indiana (Des. No. 
0900013) . 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

The Bloomington Field Office (BFO) of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received 
your letter and attachments on 13 February 2008 that detailed the action referenced above. We 
have evaluated the provided information to assess whether we concur with the determination that 
the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect federally endangered Indiana bats (Myotis 
soda/is). These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of l969, the Endangered Species Act ofl973, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy. 

We understand that INDOT is planning to purchase parts of several residential parcels, totaliQ~ 
1.55 acres just south of Martinsville, Indiana. These parcels were damaged by flood water~ .. in'· 
June 2008 and will be purchased with federal assistance (i.e., a federalized nexus). The parcels 
are approximately 180 feet in width and are adjacent to the existing right-of- way of State Road 
37. The lots are residential and are mowed. There are a few shrubs and small trees on the 
properties and Little Indian Creek flows across the acquisition area. Based on aerial photos, 
there is a narrow riparian strip associated with Little Indian Creek on the properties. The nearest 
known Indiana bat roost tree location is less than 2.5 miles to the west near the White River and a 
male bat was found just west of State Road 37 along Little Indiana Creek. Although the riparian 
corridor of Little Indian Creek in this area is somewhat poor, it may provide connectivity to more 
suitable patches of potential bat habitat further upstream of Indian Creek. 

We concur with the determination that the proposed purchase of the properties is not likely to 
adversely affect Indiana bats; however, we recommend that INDOT re-coordinate with our office 
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in the event any tree-clearing activities or habitat disturbances associated with Little Indian Creek 
are proposed. If possible, measures should be taken to preserve or enhance the integrity of the 
riparian area associated with Little Indian Creek. 

This precludes the need for further consultation involving this particular purchase as required 
under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. If, however, new 
information on endangered species within the project area becomes available or if project plans 
change (e.g., tree clearing will occur), then please contact Robin Me Williams Munson at (812) 
334-4261 ext. 1207 or Robin_ Me Williams@fws.gov for further consultation. 

. ~ .. 

·' 

~ -
cc: Jason Dupont, BLA 

Sincerely, 

Scott E. Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 
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March 31, 2009  
 
 
Dennis Clark  
Branch Chief of Water Assessment 
IDEM 
100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
 
Re: I-69 Tier 2 Studies, Evansville to Indianapolis 
 Overall I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting on Thursday, April 30, 2009    
 
Dear Dennis Clark: 
 
On behalf of the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Indiana Division of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), we are respectfully requesting your agency’s attendance and participation in the Overall  
I-69 Agency Coordination Meeting as part of the ongoing formal agency coordination for the I-69 Tier 2 Studies.   
 
The meeting will be a one-day event and is scheduled for Thursday, April 30, 2009.   It will be held at the Indiana 
Government Center, South Building Conference Center in Indianapolis, Indiana at 302 W. Washington Street (Map 
enclosed).  A preliminary agenda is included with this package.     
 
There will be three objectives for this meeting.  The first objective is to review the Section 2 & 3 DEISs and 
substantive corridor-wide issues.  The second objective is to provide an update on the progress of other Tier 2 
Sections and discuss the overall project schedule of the Tier 2 Sections.  The third is to provide an update on key 
environmental issues, in particular permitting and mitigation.       
 
Attached is a list of some hotels in the Indianapolis area to allow each of you to make overnight reservations, if 
appropriate.  We respectfully ask that you return the enclosed reply card to us by April 20, 2009 if you and/or others 
from your agency are planning to attend so that accommodations can be made for meeting materials, seating, etc.  
Please direct any comments, questions or requests for additional information to Kent Ahrenholtz or Jason DuPont of 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates at 800/423-7411 or at kahrenholtz@blainc.com or jdupont@blainc.com. 
Please address all written correspondence to Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E., Project Manager, Bernardin, Lochmueller & 
Associates, 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, IN 47715.  Thank you and we appreciate your participation in the I-69 
Tier 2 Studies.    
 
Sincerely,  
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.  
 

 
Kent Ahrenholtz, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures (Tentative Agenda, Reply Card, Hotel List, and Map)    
 
Cc: J. Osadczuk (FHWA)  
 Bren George (FHWA)  

M. Allen (INDOT)  
 T. Seeman (INDOT)  

Al Ferlo (Perkins Coie, LLP)  
 J. DuPont (BLA)  

carol
Typewritten Text
INVITATION PKG. THAT WAS SENT TO AGENCIES.  

carol
Typewritten Text
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I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting  

April 30, 2009   
 
 
Agency Contacts that were sent a Meeting Invitation Package:   
 
 
USACE -  Gregory McKay  (taking over for Mike Hasty)   
 
USEPA  -  Kenneth Westlake  
 
USFWS  -  Scott Pruitt  
 
USDA (Hoosier Nat’l Forest) – Kenneth Day and Frank LoGrasso   
 
USDOC  -  Pam Fisher   
 
Crane NSWC  -  David Poynter   
 
NPS  -  Ernest Quintana  
 
NRCS  -  Shannon Zezula  
 
IDNR  -  Christie Stanifer, John Carr, Michael Neyer, John Davis, John Seifert  
 
IDEM  -  Jason Randolph, Martha Clark-Mettler, Dennis Clark   
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Overall Agency Coordination Meeting 
 
 

 
TENTATIVE AGENDA  

Thursday, April 30, 2009     
9:30 AM to 3:00 PM (EDT/Indy Time)   

Indiana Gov’t Center South Building Conference Center (Room B, First Floor)   Indianapolis, IN      
  
 
Morning Session (9:30 AM to 11:45 AM)   
 
 9:30 a.m. – Welcome & Introductions    Tom Seeman/Michelle Allen (INDOT)  
        Janice Osadczuk (FHWA)  
 
  9:45 a.m. – Project Schedule     Kent Ahrenholtz – Project Manager (BLA)   
 
            10:00 a.m. – Section 2 Project Status    Joe Leindecker, PM (HWC/Jacobs Team)  
 
            10:30 a.m. – Section 3 Project Status    David Pluckebaum, PM (Corradino Group)  
 
            11:00 a.m. – Sections 4, 5 & 6 Project Status   Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)  
 
            11:15 a.m. – Section 1 Project Update    Tom Seeman – Project Manager (INDOT)  
 
          11:30 a.m. – Open Informal Discussion with Agencies   Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 
Lunch (11:45 AM to 12:45 PM)
 
 

:  Local Restaurant    

Afternoon Session (1:00 PM to 3:00 PM)     
 
 1:00 p.m. – Introduction to Afternoon    Tom Cervone, Ph.D. (BLA)   
 
 1:10p.m. – Mitigation and Permitting    Jeremy Kieffner/Jason DuPont (BLA)   
       Questions  
 
 1:40 p.m. – Karst Update        Jason DuPont (BLA)     
       Questions  
 
 1:55 p.m. – Community Planning Grants    David Goffinet (BLA)   
       Questions  
 
      2:05 p.m. – Wrap Up and Additional Questions  
 
 2:30 p.m. – Conclusion      Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 

At Conclusion of Meeting: Those interested are invited to stay and watch a 40 Minute Documentary 
(provided by the USEPA) on Indiana Caves.    
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BERNARDIN, LOCHMUELLER & ASSOCIATES 
ATTN: Kent Ahrenholtz, PMC Project Manager 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 

 
 

 BERNARDIN, LOCHMUELLER & ASSOCIATES 
ATTN: Kent Ahrenholtz, PMC Project Manager 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 BERNARDIN, LOCHMUELLER & ASSOCIATES 
ATTN: Kent Ahrenholtz, PMC Project Manager 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 

 
 

 BERNARDIN, LOCHMUELLER & ASSOCIATES 
ATTN: Kent Ahrenholtz, PMC Project Manager 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN  47715 

 
 



Indianapolis Hotels:    
  

2295 N Shadeland Ave  
Comfort Inn East   

(317) 359-9999 
 
 

Marriott Center – East  
7202 E 21ST St    
(317) 352-1231    (800) 228-9290   

Hilton Indianapolis North   
8181 N Shadeland Ave   
1-800-445-8667/ 317-849-6668   
 
 

Hampton Inn East    
I-70/Shadeland Avenue  
2311 N Shadeland Ave 
(317) 359-9900 
 

Wyndham Indianapolis    
251 Pennsylvania Pkwy   
(317) 574-4600  
 
 

Holiday Inn Indianapolis East    
6990 East 21st Street 
(317) 359-5341 
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From: Dupont, Jason
To: Grovak, Mike; Jackson, Jennie
Subject: FW: I-69 and eastern box turtles
Date: Friday, July 17, 2009 9:30:38 AM

 
 

From: Smith, Katie G [mailto:KGSMITH@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 8:36 AM
To: TCervone@blanc.com; Dupont, Jason; Mott, Joshua
Cc: Davis, John
Subject: FW: I-69 and eastern box turtles
 
TAC Chairman's response.
Katie
-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Lodato [mailto:mikelodato@wowway.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2009 5:08 PM
To: Vicky Meretsky; Spencer Cortwright; Klueh, Sarabeth; Rod Williams; Robert Brodman; Mike Lannoo;
Daryl Karns; Bruce Kingsbury; Alan Resetar; Steve Perrill; Nate Engbrecht; Mike Finkler; Mark Jordan;
Casebere, Lee; Smith, Katie G; Jim McLister; Jim Horton; Garcia, Angela; John Iverson
Cc: tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Re: I-69 and eastern box turtles

John:
 
Thanks very much for sharing the article on turtle protection/mitigation/amelioration efforts in advance
of ( or should I say in the wake of?) Interstate 69 construction, and for bringing this important issue to
our attention.
 
I attended a couple of the public hearings on the final route selection for the highway, reviewed the
environmental impact statement, and spoke directly with some of those who researched and wrote it.
My main concern at that time was the path through Daviess County and the fate of the newly
designated Prairie Creek Barrens nature preserve, which potentially harbored a tiny relict population of
Terrapene ornata. Four routes were under consideration: one west of Washington, and three east of
the town. The western route would have the most impact on the sand prairie habitat  in that part of the
state. As it turns out, one of the eastern routes was chosen and I pretty much put the matter out  of my
mind, not  giving much thought to the fate of the eastern box turtle, and other species that might be
affected along the construction route. On the southern end, I -69 construction is now underway in
Gibson County, Indiana, having begun about mid-year 2008. So far the earthmoving has affected
mostly ag-land, but better turtle habitat  is in the future construction corridor.
 
Without some plan, box turtles and other species will  undoubtedly be displaced and possibly lost. I
believe there are environmental mitigation plans in place as part of the overall construction project, and
that these may consist of some land acquisiton offsets, but  I do not know specifics. 
 
Mike 

----- Original Message -----
From: John Iverson
To: Mike Lodato ; Vicky Meretsky ; Spencer Cortwright ; Sarabeth Klueh (ex officio) ; Rod Williams ;
Robert Brodman ; Mike Lodato ; Mike Lannoo ; Daryl Karns ; Bruce Kingsbury ; Alan Resetar ; Steve
Perrill ; Nate Engbrecht ; Mike Lannoo ; Mike Finkler  ; Mark Jordan ; Lee Casebere ; Katie Smith ;
Jim McLister ; Jim Horton ; Angela Garcia
Cc: tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, April  14,  2009 2:39 PM

mailto:/O=BLA ORGANIZATION/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=279F4840-228739B7-3D9FD117-31050B49
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Subject: Fwd: I-69 and eastern box turtles
 
Tess (and all folks associated with the IN DNR Herp Technical Advisory Committee):
 
I am familiar with the Maryland project (I was keynote speaker at Patuxent box turtle
conference last year).   However, I do not know the current details regarding the timing of
the construction on I-69.  I am forwarding this email to the TAC group for Indiana, in hope
that someone can clarify 1) how soon construction would impact turtle populations, 2) if
there is something this committee should be doing to foster the  amelioration of the
impending habitat destruction, and 3) if there are specific persons who have the time and
resources to carry this torch.  The success on the program in Maryland has been on the
backs of volunteers, and, assuming that permission could be granted by the DNR, that
would have to be the case here in Indiana.
 
I should also say that the Herp TAC would probably need to discuss and approve (or at
least recommend a plan to the DNR) any plan for removal and relocation.  The latter
subject can be very contentious, as you know.  However, I agree that it would be VERY
unfortunate if no effort was made to relocate wildlife from the proposed corridor, and also
to prevent wildlife from entering the highway area in the short and long term.
 
I am sure we will discuss this at our next meeting.  Thanks for your input.
 
John
 
Dr. John B. Iverson
Dept. of Biology
Earlham College
Richmond IN 47374 USA

Voice: 1-765-983-1405
FAX: 1-765-983-1497

E-mail: JohnI@Earlham.edu
URL: http://www.earlham.edu/~johni/
 
 
 

 
Date: Wed, 8 Apr 2009 20:56:11 -0700 (PDT)
From: Tess Cook <tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: I-69 and eastern box turtles
To: John Iverson <" johni"@earlham.edu>
 
Dear Dr. Iverson,

I know you are likely aware of this project from Maryland, but I  have
included a PDF attachment of an article from the Humane Society of the US's
Jan/Feb 2009 issue about a box turtle conservation project that protected

mailto:JohnI@Earlham.edu
http://www.earlham.edu/~johni/
mailto:tjcbox22@sbcglobal.net
mailto:


eastern box turtles when road construction impacted the turtles in Maryland.
 
I have been communicating with the Indiana Department of Transportation,
Governor Daniel's office, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources, as well
as the company in charge of biological surveys for the proposed route of I-69
to see if something like that could be done in Indiana with the I-69 highway. I
had initially wanted to form an advisory board of environmentalists and
concern citizens to draft and present a proposal to the Indiana Department of
Transportation to conserve eastern box turtles found along the path of I-69. I
contacted Indiana University and Purdue biology departments but did not
receive responses to the possibility of forming an advisory board. I even
contacted the Sassafras Audubon Society and the Sycamore Land Trust, but no
one volunteered to be on the board. However, that did not deter me. I was
willing to continue to write to more people, but the DNR responded that it
would be impossible for a volunteer group to locate, collect data and relocate
box turtles from the path of the highway construction. I was told  my concerns
would be added to the other comments about the interstate and addressed at a
future meeting.

I though the Indiana Department of Natural Resources would jump at
this opportunity to determine box turtle demographics in southern Indiana.  I
am wondering if you have other ideas of what can be done to insure box turtles
would be saved along the route?

The saving of box turtles along I-69's route may appear to be a minor issue, but
the DNR won't allow the collection of box turtles in the state, but it
appears they are willing to allow I-69 to destroy any in the way. It would be a
shame if we did nothing to protect an animal which will not get out of the way
of bulldozers. In most highway projects, the contractors must erect a silt
barrier. If the contractor is asked to place a stronger barrier called a "super slit
barrier", turtles can be found and placed on the other side and will not be able
to head right back into the path of road construction. It could even be possible
to suggest suitable under the highway conduits in areas where box turtles might
be prone to cross the road in greater numbers, for example, if the highway cuts
an area off from wetlands or a stream. I suppose if this type of mediation was
to progress, it would take someone more powerful than me to get it off the
ground.
 
It seems logical and doable to me, but I am not a scientist and would like your
opinion.
Any comment, advice or help you can give me would be greatly appreciated. If
nothing else, a comment from you, a field biologist and box turtle
researcher, about the need to preserve box turtles along I-69 may get the
attention that mine would not. You can reach me at this email address, or
thcombs@indiana.edu or my cell phone  (812) 320-1687.

Thank you,



 
Tess Cook
 

 
 
-- 



Grant Information for I-69 CPP 

Natural Resource Information 
 

Section(s) Lead 
Applicant 

Participating 

Communities 

Funding 

Round 

Award 

Amount 

Award 
Date 

Agreement 

Date 

End Date Project Description Nature of Resource Protection or Enhancement Bonus Funding 

1 City of 
Evansville 

Vanderburgh 
County 

2 $100,000 12/21/07 9/25/2008 2/28/10 Sub-area land use plan for I-69 
gateway in northeast corner of 
Vanderburgh County. 

Plan will include an analysis of natural resources and strategies 
recommended for protection. 

Collaboration 

1 Warrick 
County 

Elberfeld 2 $50,000 12/21/07 6/24/08 12/29/09 Update the county comprehensive 
plan with special emphasis on the 
area in and around Elberfeld 
(including Greer and Campbell 
Townships). 

Plan will include an analysis of natural resources. County 
already has identified prime agricultural lands, forests, the 
Bluegrass Creek Wildlife Refuge, and wetlands and floodplains 
along Pigeon, Bluegrass, and Squaw creeks as among the 
sensitive assets to be included. 

 

Collaboration 

1/2 Gibson County  2 $50,000 12/21/07 9/18/08 12/29/09 Develop a comprehensive plan. The county currently has little or no local capacity to protect 
natural resources. The county does not have a plan commission, 
a comprehensive plan, or land use regulations such as zoning 
and subdivision regulation. Grant allows completion of a 
comprehensive plan that identifies natural resources within the 
community and strategies for protecting those resources within 
the county’s prospective planning jurisdictions. Establishes the 
legal prerequisites that are necessary to allow the county to 
regulate land use. Although not bound to do so by the grant 
award, the community has indicated that it plans to pursue land 
use regulations and other local policy changes following 
completion. 

First comprehensive plan 

1/2 City of 
Princeton 

 2 $50,000 12/21/07 8/08/08 12/29/09 County Road 150 S Corridor Study Project includes preparation of a natural resources inventory for 
the corridor including potential options and identifying 
appropriate protection strategies.  

Planning for direct 
protection of natural 
resources 

1/2 City of 
Oakland City 

 1 $50,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 Establish a plan commission and 
complete a comprehensive plan. 

The community currently has little or no local capacity to protect 
natural resources. The community currently does not have a 
plan commission, a comprehensive plan, or land use regulations 
such as zoning and subdivision regulation. Grant allows 
completion of a comprehensive plan that identifies natural 
resources within the community and strategies for protecting 
those resources in the community and in a potential 2-mile 
extraterritorial jurisdiction. Establishes the prerequisites that are 
necessary to allow the community to regulate land use. Although 
not bound to do so by the grant award, the community has 
indicated that it plans to pursue land use regulations following 
completion of the plan. 

First comprehensive plan 

2 City 
Petersburg 

Pike County 1 $100,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/26/09 Comprehensive plans for Pike 
County and Petersburg 

The natural resources element of the plan will address prime 
agricultural land, forestland, wetlands, bottomland woods, the 
Indiana Bat, hazardous spills, and acid mine drainage. 

Collaboration 



Section(s) Lead 
Applicant 

Participating 

Communities 

Funding 

Round 

Award 

Amount 

Award 
Date 

Agreement 

Date 

End Date Project Description Nature of Resource Protection or Enhancement Bonus Funding 

2 Dubois County  2 $50,000 12/21/07 7/28/08 1/16/10 Land use plan The county has little or no local capacity to protect natural 
resources. The county currently does not have a plan 
commission, a comprehensive plan, or land use regulations such 
as zoning and subdivision regulation. Grant allows completion of 
a land use plan that would meet the legal requirements for a 
comprehensive plan The plan identifies natural resources within 
the county and strategies for protecting those resources. 
Establishes the prerequisites that are necessary to allow the 
community to regulate land use. The county has indicated that 
they prefer public actions other than planning and zoning for 
implementation, but that they will consider forming a plan 
commission upon completion of the plan.  

First comprehensive plan 

2/3 Daviess 
County  

City of 
Washington 

1 $100,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 County land use plan and economic 
development plan for city of 
Washington 

Project will include an analysis of natural resources that will 
inform both the land use and economic development plans. 
Communities already have identified Glendale Fish and Wildlife 
Area, East Fork State Hatchery, White River, West Boggs Park, 
and farmland as among the sensitive assets to be included. 

 

Daviess County currently has not adopted planning and zoning. 
The county has indicated that it will consider such adoption as 
part of the I-69 CPP planning process. 

Collaboration 

3 Martin County  City of 
Loogootee 

1 $100,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/26/09 Land use plan for the city of 
Loogootee and sub-area land use 
plan for areas specifically near the 
West Gate of the Crane Technology 
Park  

Project will include an analysis of natural resources that will 
inform both the land use plans. Communities already have 
identified Hindustan Falls, Martin State Forest, Hoosier National 
Forest, the White River floodplain, and farmland as among the 
sensitive assets to be included. 

 

Martin County and Loogootee have indicated that they will 
consider the formation of either separate plan commissions or an 
area plan commission as part of this project. 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

3 City of 
Vincennes 

Knox County 1 $100,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 U.S. 50 and U.S. 41 corridor plans. The corridor plans will include an analysis of natural resources to 
identify appropriate areas for development as well as 
opportunities for direct preservation, including farmland and 
other sensitive assets. 

 

 

Collaboration 



Section(s) Lead 
Applicant 

Participating 

Communities 

Funding 

Round 

Award 

Amount 

Award 
Date 

Agreement 

Date 

End Date Project Description Nature of Resource Protection or Enhancement Bonus Funding 

3/4 Greene County Town of 
Bloomfield, 
City of Linton 

1 $150,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 County comprehensive plan, 
Bloomfield comprehensive plan, and 
corridor plan for I-69 

Project will include an analysis of natural resources that will 
inform the three plans. Communities already have identified 
Goose Pond, Bee Hunter Marsh Wetlands, Ray’s Cave (critical 
bat habitat), the White River floodplain, and farmland as among 
the sensitive assets to be included. 

 

Greene County and Bloomfield have indicated that they will 
consider the formation of either separate plan commissions or an 
area plan commission as part of this project. Linton already has 
a plan commission. 

 

Collaboration 

4 Lawrence 
County  

City of 
Bedford 

1 $100,000 10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 I-69 corridor and county land use 
plan. 

Lawrence County has little or no local capacity to protect natural 
resources. The county currently does not have a plan 
commission, a comprehensive plan, or land use regulations such 
as zoning and subdivision regulation. Grant allows completion of 
a land use plan that would meet the legal requirements for a 
comprehensive plan The plan identifies natural resources within 
the county and strategies for protecting those resources. The 
plan will help the county to identify suitable locations for 
development and tools to guide development to those locations. 
Establishes the prerequisites that are necessary to allow the 
community to regulate land use. The county has indicated that 
they will consider the formation of a plan commission as part of 
this planning effort.  

Collaboration 

4/5 Monroe 
County 

 2 $50,000 12/21/07 7/30/08 1/23/10 Transportation corridor plan Project will include an extensive analysis of natural resources 
along the proposed highway alignment. While the plan will 
address a broad range of natural resources, special emphasis 
will be placed on floodplains, karst topography, and greenspace. 

Planning for direct 
protection of natural 
resources 

5 Owen County  Town of 
Spencer 

2 $100,000 12/21/07 7/25/08 12/22/09 Comprehensive plans for Owen 
County and Spencer and a joint 
planning for the State Road 46 
corridor and on shared 
environmental challenges. 

Owen County contains a variety of natural resources, including 
forestlands, lakes and streams, and karst topography. The grant 
application includes the beginnings of a natural resources 
inventory. The comprehensive plan will build on this inventory 
and include recommendations for protection. The joint planning 
will focus specifically on drainage, erosion control, and septic 
system failures. 

Collaboration 

5 Town of 
Ellettsville 

 2 $50,000 
(total 

project = 
$62,500) 

12/21/07 8/15/08 1/30/10 Capital improvements plan, open 
space and recreation plan, 
preservation plan for Wells Park 
Nature Area, and citizen planner 
training for local officials. 

The plan will address specifically the protection of the natural 
area in and around Wells Park. The headwaters for McCormicks 
Creek are located in this area. The area is a marshy wetland and 
supports a wide variety of plant and animal life. 

 

Planning for direct 
protection of natural 
resources 



Section(s) Lead 
Applicant 

Participating 

Communities 

Funding 

Round 

Award 

Amount 

Award 
Date 

Agreement 

Date 

End Date Project Description Nature of Resource Protection or Enhancement Bonus Funding 

6 Morgan 
County 

City of 
Martinsville, 
Town of 
Mooresville 

1 $150,000 10/22/07 6/24/08 11/15/09 SR 37/SR 144 overlay district plan 
(corridor plan), comprehensive plan 
updates for Morgan County and 
Martinsville, a comprehensive plan 
and zoning ordinance update for 
Mooresville. 

The SR 37/SR 144 plan identifies the protection of the White 
River specifically, including the protection of osprey and bald 
eagle habitats. It will also address the drainage, erosion, and 
septic problems that would be expected from new residential 
development along the corridor. The comprehensive plan 
updates will expand on the beginnings of a natural resources 
inventory that are documented in the grant application and 
include recommendations for protection. This inventory includes 
floodplains, significant forest lands, karst topography, and a 
number of endangered or threatened species. 

Collaboration 

6 Johnson 
County  

City of 
Greenwood 

1 $100,000 
(total 

project = 
$151,700) 

10/22/07 3/19/08 8/25/09 Comprehensive plan for county Johnson County will partner with the Central Indiana Land Trust 
to include a conservation element within the comprehensive 
plan. The application identifies the White River and other local 
streams, their floodplains, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and 
groundwater as specific natural resources of concern. 

Collaboration 

6 City of 
Indianapolis 

 2 $50,000 12/21/07 8/19/08 2/16/10 Groundwater protection plan with 
draft language for the zoning 
ordinance. 

The plan and ordinance language will address the protection of 
important groundwater resources near the corridor. These 
resources provide drinking water to a portion of the city.  

Planning for direct 
protection of natural 
resources 
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I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

• Introduction 
• Tom Cervone, PMC

Afternoon Session



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Agenda

• Permitting and Mitigation
• Karst Update
• Community Planning Grants
• Questions / Comments
• Wrap Up



Jeremy Kieffner
I-69 Project Management Consultant

April 30, 2009

Permitting and Mitigation



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

• USACE 404 Permit
• Received on March 24, 2008
• Expires December 15, 2009
• Extension Request will be Submitted in 2009

• IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification
• Received on October 26, 2007
• Expires October 26, 2009
• Extension Requested and Granted to Expiration date 

of USACE 404 Permit

Permitting in Section 1



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Permitting for 

Sections 2 and 3

• The USACE Section 404 Permit and the 
IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification 
Applications for both Sections 2 and 3 are 
anticipated in late 2009/early 2010.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Permitting for 

Sections 4, 5 and 6

• The USACE Section 404 Permits and the 
IDEM 401 Water Quality Certifications for 
Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be completed 
following the Record of Decision (ROD) for 
each section.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Mitigation for Section 1

• Mitigation Site Construction was Completed in 
2008.
• 5 acres of Wetland Development

 2 acres of Forested Wetland Development
 3 acres of Emergent Wetland Development

• 0.3 acre of Open Water Development
• 97.6 acres of Riparian/Bottomland/Upland Forest 

Development
• 11,970 Linear Feet of Ephemeral Stream Channel 

Development
• 30.4 acres of Existing Forested Wetland Preservation
• 6,300 Linear Feet of Legal Drain Easement Herbaceous 

Plantings



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Photographs of Section 1 

Mitigation Site
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Photographs of Section 1 

Mitigation Site (Continued)



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Proposed Mitigation For 

Sections 2 and 3

• Umbrella Mitigation Bank (UMB)
• IRT Meeting Held on April 9, 2009

 Discussion of “Draft” UMB Instrument
 No Objections from IRT were received
 Currently Revising UMB Instrument  to Final Stage for 

Signatures
 Deed Restriction Language being revised



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Proposed Mitigation For 

Sections 2 and 3 (Continued)

• Umbrella Mitigation Bank (UMB)
• Section 2 Mitigation Sites within UMB

 Only a portion of the mitigation requirement  for Section 2 
Impacts are currently included in the UMB

– 33% of the Wetland Mitigation Requirement
– 23% of the Stream Mitigation Requirement
– 47% of the Non-Wetland (Upland) Forest Mitigation Requirement

• All of the mitigation requirements for Section 3 impacts 
are currently included in the UMB.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Proposed Mitigation For 

Sections 2 and 3 (Continued)

• Additional Mitigation to Fulfill Section 2 Mitigation 
Requirements
• Additional Mitigation Sites that are currently not included 

in the UMB may be added to the UMB or will be 
submitted as part of the permit applications as Permittee 
Responsible Mitigation Sites.



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Mitigation For Sections 

4, 5 and 6

• Mitigation Efforts for Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be 
completed either as a separate UMB or as part of 
the permit applications in the future, or a 
combination of these as is currently being 
completed in Section 2.  



Karst Update 

Jason DuPont
I-69 Project Management Consultant
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I-69 Tier 2 Karst Team

• Bernardin-Lochmueller and Associates 
(BLA), PMC

• DLZ Corporation, EEAC Section 4
• Hydrogeology Inc. (karst subconsultant)

• Michael Baker Jr., Inc., EEAC Section 5
• Ozark Underground Laboratory (karst 

subconsultant)
• Lewis & Associates LLC (Cave Biota)



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

I-69 Karst Area 

Overview

• Southeastern Greene County through 
Northern Monroe County

• Tier 2 Sections 4 and 5
• Variation of types of karst features 

throughout the karst areas
• Variable considerations for new alignment 

vs. existing SR 37 corridor



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

I-69 Karst Area
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Section 4 Karst and Non-Karst Areas



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 

Three Areas of Relevant 

Karst in Section 5:

• Bloomington Karst

• Bloomington North Karst

• Simpson Chapel Karst



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Tier 2 Karst Geology 

Evaluations

• Data Acquisition for Karst Mapping
• Field Mapping of Karst Features
• Dye-Tracing Program
• Indiana Bat Hibernacula Evaluations
• Cave Biota Evaluations
• Agency Coordination

Comply with the Karst MOU (October 13, 1993)



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Progress of Karst Studies

• Background research, field inventory and 
mapping of karst features completed

• Initial dye tracing studies to identify subsurface 
drainage patterns and connectivity relative to     
I-69 alternatives completed

• Cave biota surveys completed for features 
connected to I-69 alternatives

• Draft Karst Reports distributed to Karst MOU 
Agencies for review (July 2006)

• Agency coordination completed per Karst MOU



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4

Areas of Importance

•  Cave
•  Cave
•  Cave
•  Cave
•  Cave
•  Spring
•  Cave
•  Cave
• Tramway Road Karst
• SR 37 Interchange Area



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5

Areas of Importance

•  Cave
• SR45/Second Street Interchange Area
• Lemon Lane Landfill (Superfund Site)
• Bennett’s Dump (Superfund Site)



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Additional Karst 

Evaluations Identified for 

Tier 2 Studies

• Section 4
• Karst/Non-Karst spring water sampling
• Additional Dye Tracing

 t Cave
  Cave
  Cave
 Hobbieville
  Cave
  Cave
  Cave
 Tramway Road

• Section 5
• Additional Dye Tracing

  Cave
• USEPA Superfund Site Coordination

 Lemon Lane Landfill
 Bennett’s Dump



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 4 Karst

Additional Surveys Status

• Karst/non-karst spring water sampling complete
• Karst/non-karst spring water sample analysis 

and reporting in progress
• Two (2) dye traces in progress
• Additional dye traces to be completed 

spring/summer 2009



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Section 5 Karst

Additional Surveys Status

• Six (6) dye traces have been completed
• Eight (8) flow paths identified
• Three (3) dye traces in progress
• Additional dye traces to be completed 

spring/summer 2009
• Additional USEPA Superfund Site coordination 

prior to DEIS



Community Planning Grants

David Goffinet
I-69 Project Management Consultant
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Community Planning 

Grant Handouts

• Natural Resource Information Handout



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Community Planning 

Grant Handouts

• Project Status Handout



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Questions/Comments



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

For project information, or to provide input:
FHWA – Indiana Division Indiana DOT
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Rm N254 100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204
Ph. 317/226-7486 317/232-5336
Contacts: Janice Osadczuk Tom Seeman

I-69 PMC – Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, IN 47715
Ph. 812/479-6200
Contacts:  Tom Cervone, Jeremy Kieffner, Jason DuPont, David Goffinet

Web Site:  www.i69indyevn.org

Tier 2 Studies Contacts



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

THANK YOU!



                               I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
  
 

 

Overall Agency Coordination Meeting 
 
 

 
 AGENDA  

Thursday, April 30, 2009     
9:30 AM to 3:00 PM (EDT/Indy Time)   

Indiana Gov’t Center South Building Conference Center (Room B, First Floor)   Indianapolis, IN      
  
 
Morning Session (9:30 AM to 11:45 AM)   
 
 9:30 a.m. – Welcome & Introductions    Tom Seeman/Michelle Allen (INDOT)  
        Bren George (FHWA)  
 
  9:45 a.m. – Project Schedule     Kent Ahrenholtz – Project Manager (BLA)   
 
            10:00 a.m. – Section 2 Project Status    Joe Leindecker, PM (HWC/Jacobs Team)  
 
            10:30 a.m. – Section 3 Project Status    David Pluckebaum, PM (Corradino Group)  
 
            11:00 a.m. – Sections 4, 5 & 6 Project Status   Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)  
 
            11:15 a.m. – Section 1 Project Update    Tom Seeman – Project Manager (INDOT)  
 
          11:30 a.m. – Open Informal Discussion with Agencies   Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 
Lunch (11:45 AM to 12:45 PM)
 
 

:  On Your Own    

Afternoon Session (1:00 PM to 3:00 PM)     
 
 1:00 p.m. – Introduction to Afternoon    Tom Cervone, Ph.D. (BLA)   
 
 1:10p.m. – Mitigation and Permitting    Jeremy Kieffner/Jason DuPont (BLA)   
       Questions  
 
 1:40 p.m. – Karst Update        Jason DuPont (BLA)     
       Questions  
 
 1:55 p.m. – Community Planning Grants    David Goffinet (BLA)   
       Questions  
 
      2:05 p.m. – Wrap Up and Additional Questions  
 
 2:30 p.m. – Conclusion      Kent Ahrenholtz (BLA)   
 
 

At Conclusion of Meeting: Those interested are invited to stay and watch a 40-minute Documentary 
(provided by the USEPA) on Indiana Caves.    
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• Welcome
• Tom Seeman/Michelle Allen, Indiana DOT
• Bren George, FHWA-IN Division

• Introductions 

Opening Remarks
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Agenda

• Introductions & Opening Remarks
• Project Schedule
• Sections 2 & 3 Project Status
• Sections 4, 5 & 6 Project Status 
• Section 1 Design Update 
• Question/Issues 



Schedule Update 

Kent Ahrenholtz
I-69 Project Management Consultant
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Revised Schedule

• Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies
• Section 1 NEPA

 Draft EIS – December 2006
 Final EIS – October 2007
 Record of Decision – December  2007

• Section 1 Design & Construction
 Package 1 – I-64 to SR 68 – Construction Underway
 Package 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction Just Let
 Packages 3-5 – SR 68 to SR 64 – Design in Process
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Revised Schedule

• Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies
• Section 2 NEPA

 Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009
 Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 8, 2009
 Final EIS – Target Date – Late 2009
 ROD – Target Date – Early 2010

• Section 3 NEPA
 Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009
 Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 8, 2009
 Final EIS – Target Date – Fall 2009
 ROD – Target Date – Late 2009
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Revised Schedule

• Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies
• Section 4

 Draft EIS – Target Date – Late 2009
 Final EIS – Target Date – Summer 2010
 ROD – Target Date – Late 2010

• Section 5 & 6
 No Identified Funding – Schedules Extended
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Revised Schedule

• Accelerated Project Development Activities
• Design for Sections 2 and 3
• Permitting Applications
• Mitigation Plans

• Construction Initiated in 2008
• I-64 to SR 68 (2 Miles) – Design/Build Project Initiated in 

Summer 2008
• Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction Letting April 2009



Section Status Reports

Environmental and Engineering 
Assessment Consultants



Section 1 

Qk4
Environmental and Engineering 

Assessment Consultant



I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies

Tier 2—Section 1

13 miles long

I-64 to SR 64
Interchanges with 

SR 68, SR 168, SR 64

Section 1 Tier 2 Study
Complete



Section 2 

Hannum, Wagle & Cline / Jacobs
Environmental and Engineering 

Assessment Consultant
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Tier 2—Section 2

 SR 64 near Oakland City to
US 50 East of Washington

 Approximately 29 miles long

 Four Interchanges                                      
Recommended

•SR 61/56 (Petersburg) 
•North Pike County 
•South Daviess County
•US 50 (Washington)
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Tier 2—Section 2

Tasks completed

 Identified, surveyed & gathered information on 
natural & man-made environment

 Developed and evaluated alternative alignments 
within project corridor

 Developed and evaluated interchange options
 Published Draft Environmental Impact

Statement with the preferred alignment 
recommendation - February 6, 2009

 Public Hearing – March 19, 2009
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Tier 2—Section 2

Tasks Ahead

 Final Engineer’s Report

 Address Comments on DEIS

 Final Environmental Impact Statement

 Record of Decision (ROD) from FHWA
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 Project Office

 Community Advisory Committee (CAC)

 Web Site & Hotline

 Newsletter & Brochures

 Public Meetings

 Publication of DEIS Initiating Public Comment Period

 Public Hearing

Tier 2—Section 2

Public Involvement
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Tier 2—Section 2

Public Involvement
Local Access Input

Input from the CAC and Public was crucial to identifying
Local Access Needs during the development of 
alternatives.  Input was used to determine the following:
 Critical routes for emergency responders, farm 

operations, schools, businesses, etc.
 Overpass / underpass locations to maintain local road 

connectivity
 Service roads / road relocations to maintain access to 

farmland, residences, work, etc.
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Tier 2—Section 2

Draft EIS Alternatives

 Two alternatives were developed after reviewing       
public input and resource agency comments 

 Conceptual Alternatives 1 and 2 were then          
presented at a public information meeting on  
February 2, 2005 

 Based on public input, their design was refined 
and  resulted  in Alternatives A and B 
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 Alternatives A and B  were presented and
discussed at CAC meeting and public information
meeting in August 2005 

 Alternatives A and B were divided into nine 
subsections from south to north for more detailed
study and evaluation

Tier 2—Section 2

Draft EIS Alternatives (continued)
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Tier 2—Section 2

Mainline Alternative Subsections

 Subsection boundaries were located where  
Alternatives A and B intersect.  This allows either  
alternative in one subsection to connect with either  
alternative in the adjacent subsection. 

 This allows the preferred alternative to use the 
superior of the two alignments within each of the 
nine subsections.
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Principal Criteria 

 Impacts to wetlands and streams

 Agricultural impacts

 Impacts to forests

 Residential impacts

Tier 2— Section 2

Alternatives Evaluation
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Tier 2— Section 2

Interchange Evaluation

 13 Interchange locations evaluated
 Criteria for interchange screening
 Four-interchange scenario best meets 

identified local needs
 North Pike & South Daviess interchanges

possibly deferred
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Tier 2— Section 2

Local Access Features

 4 interchanges with I-69
 26 overpasses/underpasses of local roads and RR
 12 road closures
 31 new local service roads
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Tier 2— Section 2

Project Benefits

 135 fewer accidents per year in 2030
 21% Reduction in congested hours of travel
 32% Reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 north
 58% Reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 south
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Tier 2— Section 2

Summary of Key 
Environmental 

Impacts
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Tier 2— Section 2

Key Environmental Impacts

 53 Residential Relocations

 1 Business Relocation

 1 Church Relocation

 1,195 acres Agricultural Land

 Adverse visual effect on Patoka Bridges Historic District
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Tier 2— Section 2

Key Environmental Impacts

 28 acres wetlands

 213 acres upland forests

 61 acre reduction in core forest habitat

 196 acres floodplain

 Estimated Total Cost $454 - $553 million
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Tier 2— Section 2

Updated Stream Impact Analysis

 Stream impact estimates have been updated
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Tier 2— Section 2

Updated Stream Impact Analysis

 Revised DEIS with updated stream data is 
being provided to those who received a copy 
of DEIS and will be available on the Project 
Website

 Comment Period extended to June 22, 2009
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Tier 2— Section 2

Summary of Comments 

 Public Hearing Attendance – 214
 Verbal Comments at Hearing – 21
 Written Comments at Hearing – 5
 Written Comments since Hearing – 6
 Comments through Website – 15
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Tier 2— Section 2

Summary of Comments

 Two principal themes:
 General opposition to project
 Favor including North Pike interchange

 No agency comments to date
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Tier 2— Section 2

Next Steps
 Revised DEIS public comment period ends               

June 22, 2009 (originally ended June 8, 2009)
 Address comments on Section 106 (historic) finding        

of adverse effects
 Comment period extended to May 8, 2009

 EIS will be revised to:
 Address all substantive comments
 Incorporate all changes

 Final EIS published
 FHWA issues Tier 2 Record of Decision (ROD)
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Tier 2— Section 2

Proposed Schedule

 FEIS published…………………Late Fall 2009

 ROD issued………………….……...Early 2010

 Final design…………………………2009-2013

 ROW Acquisition………………….. 2010-2014

 Construction………………………...2011-2015
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For project information, or to provide 
input, please visit or call the project office:

Section 2 Project Office
60 North Commercial Park Drive

P.O. Box 522
Washington, IN 47501

866-675-0083 or 812-257-0083

Or visit the project website at:
www.i69indyevn.org

Tier 2—Section 2

Contact Us



Section 3 

The Corradino Group
Environmental and Engineering 

Assessment Consultant
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Tier 2—Section 3

26 miles long

US 50 to US 231
Interchanges at 

SR 58 and US 231

Tasks
• Environmental studies & analysis

• Preliminary alignments & design

• Interchange locations & configurations
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Tier 2—Section 3

Recently Completed Tasks

• Published Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

with a preferred alignment recommended

• Accepting Comments until June 8, 2009

• Held Public Hearing
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Tier 2—Section 3

Tasks ahead
• Continue Public Involvement 

• Address Comments on DEIS

• Final Engineer’s Report

• Final Environmental Impact Statement

• Record of Decision (ROD) from FHWA
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Tier 2—Section 3

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Input of CAC and Public crucial to identifying 
LOCAL ACCESS NEEDS 

during development of alternatives:
• Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, 

schools, businesses, etc.

• Interchange Configuration - US 231

• Overpass locations - Daviess CR 350 N, CR 750 N, CR 800 N, 
CR 900 N, CR 1400 N and others

• Access roads / road relocations to maintain access to 
farmland, residences, work, etc.
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Tier 2— Section 3

Draft EIS Alternatives—

Segment Alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIS:

Subsection A: 3A-1 Modified & 3A-3

Subsection B: 3B-2 Modified, 3B-3 & 3B-4

Subsection C: 3C-3

Subsection D: 3D-2 & 3D-3

Subsection E: 3E-1
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Tier 2— Section 3

Segment alternatives combined to form 
four “end-to-end” build alternatives :

Alternative 1* 3A-3 + 3B-2 Mod. + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 - $322.0 - $399.1 million
Alternative 2 3A-3 + 3B-3 + 3C-3 + 3D-2 + 3E-1 - $341.0 - $430.1 mil.
Alternative 3 3A-1 M + 3B-4 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 - $331.7 - $416.3 mil.
Alternative 4 3A-1 M + 3B-2 M + 3C-3 + 3D-2 + 3E-1 - $329.8 - $406.4 mil.

* Preferred Alternative recommended
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3A-3 recommended because…
• Costs $7 mil. Less
• No Diagonal Farmland Splits
• Has a Straight Alignment
• Shorter Bridge at CR 100 N
• Requires less Fill over the CSX RR
• Required less Right-of-Way

Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1

3B-2 Mod. recommended because…
• Has least impacts on the Daviess                

CR 500/550 N Neighborhood
• Less Stream Impacts
• Less Forest Impacts
• Cost $29 mil. less than 3B-3 and                   

$8 mil. less than 3B-4
• Shortest Alignment
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1

3C-3 recommended because…
• No Wetland Impacts
• Oil wells, hazardous material sites, 

commercial employers and sensitive 
environmental areas avoided

• Reduces Farm Impacts by Reducing Farm 
Field Splits and Eliminating Diagonal Field 
Splits
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1

3D-3 recommended because…
• Requires fewer residential relocations
• Less wetland impacts
• Less farmland and less diagonal farm splits
• Less floodplain impacts
• Impacts less right-of-way
• Less ephemeral stream impacts
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1

3E-1 recommended because…
• Reduces impacts to Doans Creek
• Reduces impacts to Forested Areas
• Reduces impacts to Floodplains
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Preferred Alternative 1

Key environmental features:
• 2 wildlife crossings proposed —

• First Creek 
• Doans Creek

• Least amount of farmland impacts
• Least amount of wetland impacts
• Least amount of right-of-way impacts
• Least costly
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Access Options

Daviess CR 350 N

Option 

2

Option 

1

Option 

3
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Access Options

Daviess CR 750 N to CR 900 N

Option 

1

Option 

2

Option 

3
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Access Options

Daviess CR 1400 N
Option 

1

Option 

2
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Tier 2— Section 3 

Access Options

US 231 Interchange

Option 

1

Option 

2

Option 

3
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Tier 2— Section 3

Summary of Comments 

 Public Hearing Attendance – 149
 Verbal Comments at Hearing – 18
 Written Comments at Hearing – 12
 Written Comments since Hearing – 2
 Comments through Website – 2
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Tier 2— Section 3

Summary of Comments

 Three principal themes:
 General Opposition to Project
 General Support to Project
 Impacts for Farm Operations

 No agency comments to date
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Tier 2— Section 3 

NEXT STEPS . . .

• DEIS public comment period ends June 8, 2009
• Address comments on Section 106 (historic) findings 

of adverse affect
• Comment period extended to May 8, 2009

• EIS revised to:
• Incorporate & address substantive comments
• Include any new data / changes since publication of 

DEIS
• Final EIS published
• Record of Decision
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Tier 2— Section 3 

PROPOSED SCHEDULE:

• FEIS Published……………..….….fall ‘09
• ROD Issued………………………. late ‘09
• Final Design………………….….2009 - 2013
• ROW Acquisition…………….…2010 - 2014
• Construction…………………….2011 - 2015
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For project information, or to provide input, please 
visit or call the project office:

The Corradino Group
60 Commercial Park Drive
Washington, IN 47501
Ph. 812-257-0083
Fx. 812-257-0094

www.i69indyevn.org

David Pluckebaum, PE—Project Manager

Tier 2—Section 3 Contacts



Section 4 

DLZ Indiana, LLC
Environmental and Engineering 

Assessment Consultant
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US 231

SR 54

SR 54

SR 45

SR 45

SR 445

SR 58

SR 37

Bloomfield

Bloomington
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Tier 2—Section 4

Status Update
• Environmental/EIS

• Efforts on Preliminary Draft EIS

• Cultural
• Final Historic Effects Report

• Karst
• Additional Field Investigations based on request from USEPA

• Engineering
• Incorporation of Cost Savings Measures



Sections 5 & 6

Michael Baker, Jr., Inc. & HNTB
Environmental and Engineering 

Assessment Consultants
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Tier 2—Sections 5 & 6

Status Update
• Public Outreach

• Staffing in Project Office
• Coordination w/Local 

Officials
• Meetings with…

• Utility Companies
• Developers
• Project Office Visitors



Section 1 Design & Construction 

Tom Seeman
INDOT I-69 Project Manager
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Section 1 Packages

Construction Packages
• 1 – I-64 to SR 68
• 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges
• 3 – SR 68 to Pigeon Creek
• 4 – Pigeon Creek to SR 168
• 5 – SR 168 to SR 64
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Section 1 Packages

Package 1 – Under 
Construction

• Initiated July 2009
• Design/Build
• Mitigation Site
• Schedule – Open to 

Traffic Late 2009
Package 2 – Soon to 

be Constructed
• Let in April 2009
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Section 1 Packages

Mitigation Site
• Part of Package 1
• 160 acres +
• Constructed Wetlands
• Stream Restoration
• Forest Planting
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Mitigation Sites

• Additional Mitigation Sites in Section 2 & 3
• Several additional mitigation sites have been  

identified and are being pursued 
• 3 Sites in Section 2 were let for construction in March
• 1 Site in Section 3 will be let for construction in May
• INDOT is continuing land acquisition for future 

mitigation site construction and forest perservation



Questions/Comments



For project information, or to provide input:
FHWA – Indiana Division Indiana DOT
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Rm N254 100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204 Indianapolis, IN 46204
Ph. 317/226-7486 317/232-5336
Contacts: Janice Osadczuk Tom Seeman

I-69 PMC – Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, IN 47715
Ph. 812/479-6200
Contacts:  Kent Ahrenholtz

Web Site:  www.i69indyevn.org

Tier 2 Studies Contacts



THANK YOU!
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I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Team Meeting 

Indiana Gov’t Center South, Conference Room B, Indianapolis, IN   
April 30, 2009, 9:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. EDT 

 

MEETING MINUTES 

Attendees:  
  
1.  David Pluckebaum – Corradino/Section 3 PM 27. John Bacone – IDNR 
2.  Kirk Roth – Corradino/Section 3 28. Matt Buffington – IDNR – F & W 
3.  Rich Ray – Corradino/Section 3 DPM 29. Deborah Duda Snyder – USACE  
4.  Tim Miller – HNTB/Section 6 PM 30. Kia Gillette – BLA/PMC 
5.  Sara Dyer – Dyer Environmental/PMC 31. David Butts – INDOT, Feasibility Engineering   
6.  Scott Johanson – IDEM, OLQ   32. Patricia Clune - IDNR  
7.  Virginia Laszewski – USEPA Region 5 33. Bren George - FHWA    
8.  Ken Westlake – USEPA Region 5 34. Christie Stanifer – IDNR 
9.  Cathy Garra – USEPA Region 5 35. Karie Brudis – IDNR - DHPA 
10. Julie Guenther – USEPA Region 5 (NEPA) 36. John Carr – IDNR Historic Preservation & Archaeology 
11. Jason Randolph – IDEM, OWQ   37. Linda Weintraut – Weintraut & Assoc./PMC 
12. Joe Leindecker – Jacobs/Section 2 PM 38. Alice Roberts – Gray & Pape, Inc./PMC 
13. Randy Hancock – HWC/Section 2 DPM 39. Lou Renshaw – IDEM   
14. James Ude – INDOT Seymour District   40.  Ben Eddy – IDNR DNP  
15. Marvin Jenkins – INDOT   41. Henry Nodarse – BLA/PMC  
16. Josh Mott - INDOT   42. Tom Seeman – INDOT, Project Management 
17. Robin McWilliams Munson - USFWS 43. Mary Jo Hamman – Michael Baker/Section 5 PM   
18. Al Ferlo – Perkins Coie 44. Kent Ahrenholtz – BLA/PMC 
19. Ben Lawrence – INDOT 45. Jennie Jackson – BLA/PMC  
20. Steve Smith – INDOT, Planning   46. Tom Cervone – BLA/PMC 
21. Michelle Allen – INDOT, Environmental Services 47. Jeremy Kieffner – BLA/PMC 
22. Zachary Smith – IDNR, Forestry 48. Jason DuPont – BLA/PMC   
23. Kurt Pelz – INDOT  49. David Goffinet – BLA/PMC 
24. Bruce Hudson – DLZ Indiana/ Section 4 PM 50. Eric Swickard – BLA/PMC 
25. Mike Neyer – IDNR – Water    51. Nathan Saxe – INDOT – DES  
26. Katie Smith – IDNR – F & W    52. Michael Grovak – BLA/PMC 

 
 
Welcome and Opening Remarks           Tom Seeman, INDOT 
 
Introductions 
 
Project Schedules         Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager 
 

• Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies:  
o Section 1 NEPA 

 Draft EIS – December 2006 
 Final EIS – October 2007 
 Record of Decision (ROD) – December 2008   

o Section 1 Design & Construction 
 Package 1 – I-64 to SR 68 – Construction underway 
 Package 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction contract just let 
 Packages 3-5 – SR 68 to SR 64 – Design in process 
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o Section 2 NEPA 
 Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009 
 Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 22, 2009 (Note, later modified to 

June 29, 2009) 
 Final EIS – Target Date – Late 2009 
 ROD – Target Date – Early 2010 

o Section 3 NEPA 
 Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009 
 Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 8, 2009 
 Final EIS – Target Date – Late 2009 
 ROD – Target Date – Early 2010 

o Section 4 
 Draft EIS – Target Date – Late 2009 
 Final EIS – Target Date – Summer 2010  
 ROD – Target Date – Late 2010 

o Section 5 & 6 
 No Identified Funding – Schedules Extended 

o Accelerated Project Development Activities 
 Design for Sections 2 and 3 
 Permitting Applications 
 Mitigation Plans 

o Construction Initiated in 2008 
 1-64 to SR 68 (2 miles) – Design/Build Project initiated in Summer 2008 
 Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction Contract has been Awarded 

 
 

Section Status Reports  
      
Section 1 Presentation           Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager 
 

• Section 1 of the approved corridor is 13 miles long.   
• I-64 northward to SR 64. 
• Interchanges at SR 68, SR 168 and SR 64. 
• Section 1 NEPA Tier 2 Study Complete. 
• Re-evaluation of document impacts for recent footprint modification during design. 
• Public Involvement  

 
Q: Do you have a year or date by which the Section 5 and 6 EISs will or will not be   

  released?  (USEPA)   
A:  The schedule in these sections has been extended indefinitely.  

 
Q: How is Kentucky proceeding on the bridge in Evansville?  (USEPA) 
A: There is no identified funding.  There has been some movement in the Legislature to 

identify funding, but no decision has been made. 
 
Section 2 Presentation               Joe Leindecker, Project Manager 
 

• Section 2 of the approved corridor is 29 miles long. 
• Section 2 begins at SR 64 near Oakland City and extends to US 50 east of Washington.  
• Four Interchanges part of the DEIS Preferred Alternative:  
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o SR 61/56 (Petersburg) 
o North Pike County 
o South Daviess County 
o US 50 (Washington)  

• Tasks Completed: 
o Identified, surveyed and gathered information on natural and man-made environment 
o Developed and evaluated alternative alignments within project corridor 
o Developed and evaluated interchange options 
o Published DEIS with the preferred alignment recommendation – February 6, 2009 
o Public Hearing – March 19, 2009 

• Tasks ahead:  
o Final Engineer’s Report 
o Address Comments on DEIS 
o Final Environmental Impact Statement 
o ROD from FHWA 

• Public Involvement 
o Project Office moved to Washington 
o Community Advisory Committee (CAC) 
o Web Site & Hotline 
o Newsletter & Brochures 
o Two Public Meetings Held 
o Publication of DEIS Initiating Public Comment Period 
o Public Hearing 

• Local Access Input 
o Input from the CAC and Public was crucial to identifying Local Access Needs during the 

development of alternatives. Input was used to determine the following: 
 Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, schools, businesses, 

etc. 
 Overpass / Underpass locations to maintain local road connectivity. 
 Service roads / road relocations to maintain access to farmland, residences, work, 

etc. 
• Draft EIS Alternatives 

o Two alternatives were developed after reviewing public input and resource agency 
comments. 

o Conceptual Alternatives 1 and 2 were then presented at a public meeting on February 2, 
2005. 

o Based on public input, their design was refined and resulted in Alternatives A and B 
o Alternatives A and B were presented and discussed at CAC meeting and public 

information meeting in August 2005. 
o Alternatives A and B were divided into nine subsections from south to north for more 

detailed study and evaluation. 
• Mainline Alternative Subsections 

o Subsection boundaries were located where Alternatives A and B intersect. This allows 
either alternative in one subsection to connect with either alternative in the adjacent 
subsection. 

o This allows the preferred alternative to use the superior of the two alignments within each 
of the nine subsections. 

• Principal Criteria 
o Impacts to wetlands and streams 
o Agricultural impacts 
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o Impacts to forests 
o Residential impacts 

• Interchange Evaluation 
o 13 Interchange locations evaluated 
o Criteria for interchange screening 

 Spacing, traffic effects, environmental impacts 
o Four-interchange scenario best meets identified local needs 
o North Pike and South Daviess interchanges possibly deferred 

 Budget constraints 
 Lower projected traffic flow than other two interchanges in Section 2 

• Local Access Features 
o 4 interchanges with I-69 
o 26 overpasses / underpasses of local roads and railroads 
o 12 road closures 
o 31 new local service roads to provide access to properties otherwise landlocked  

• Project Benefits 
o 135 fewer accidents per year in 6 counties in 2030 
o 21% reduction in congested hours of travel 
o 32% reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 North – includes 800 large trucks per day 
o 58% reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 South 

• Key Environmental Impacts 
o 53 residential relocations 
o 1 business relocation 
o 1 church relocation 
o 1,195 acres agricultural land 
o Adverse visual effect on Patoka Bridges Historic District 

 Listed on National Register after DEIS initiated 
o 28 acres wetlands and bottomland forests 
o 213 acres upland forests 
o 61 acre reduction in core forest habitat 
o 196 acres floodplain 
o Estimated total cost - $454 - $553 million 

• Updated Stream Impact Analysis 
o Additional field studies done 
o Revised DEIS with updated stream data is being provided to those who received a copy 

of DEIS and will be available on the Project Website. 
o Comment period extended to June 22, 2009 (Note – after the meeting, this final 

determination was made to extend the comment period to June 29)  
• Summary of Comments to date 

o Public Hearing Attendance – 214 
o Verbal Comments at Hearing – 21 
o Written Comments at Hearing – 5 
o Written Comments since Hearing – 6  
o Comments through Website – 15  
o Two principal themes: 

 General opposition to project 
 Favor including North Pike interchange 

o No Agency comments to date 
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• Next Steps 
o Revised DEIS public comment period ends June 22, 2009 (orig. ended June 8, 2009, now 

extended to June 29, 2009) 
o Address comments on Section 106 (historic) finding of adverse effects 

 Section 106 comment period extended to May 8, 2009 
o EIS will be revised to: 

 Address all substantive comments 
 Incorporate changes to alternatives 

o Final EIS published 
o FHWA issues Tier 2 ROD 

• Proposed Schedule 
o FEIS published – Late Fall 2009 
o ROD issued – Early 2010 
o Final design – 2009 – 2013 
o ROW acquisition – 2010 – 2014  
o Construction – 2011 – 2015  

 
Q: What are the numbers and percentages of traffic on alternative interchanges if they are 

deferred?   (USEPA)   
A:  I can’t quote them at the moment, but they are in the original DEIS.  

 
Q: On the project interchanges where you are contemplating deferral, do you plan to 

acquire the right of way at the same time?  (USEPA)   
A:  Yes. With the possible deferral of the interchanges, the plan would be to design those 

interchanges as part of the overall preferred alternative and to acquire the right-of-way to 
forestall future development on that right-of-way. The impacts presented assume all four 
of those interchanges are built.  

 
Q: If those interchanges aren’t built right away – are they needed? In the past on some of 

the field trips we had people wondering “how much longer will the coal trucks be 
running?”   Will there be a Tier 3 on any of these sections if they do move forward? 
(USEPA) 

A: The North Pike interchange plays a principal part in addressing the coal truck traffic 
through Petersburg.  This interchange deferral issue has generated the most significant 
public comment to date on the DEIS, and this traffic issue has been a component of those 
comments.   

 It is anticipated that those interchanges are going to be deferred in terms of construction, 
but that they would be completed sometime before what we have identified as the design 
year of the project, which is 2030.  “Deferral” means that they wouldn’t be built when the 
rest of Section 2 is constructed in 2011-2015.  Those interchanges would be built at some 
later time, around 2020-2025.  At this point, it is anticipated that design would be 
completed and right-of-way purchased. 

 The type of additional environmental evaluation and NEPA documentation on the 
construction of deferred interchanges following the Tier 2 ROD will depend on the 
ultimate timing of the construction, and the status of any changes in the environmental 
setting from the previous studies.  The decision will be made by INDOT and FHWA 
when construction timing is defined. 
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Q: Will potential impacts to the wetlands and streams near Veal Creek at the South Daviess 
interchange be part of the Tier 2 DEIS? 

A: We are mitigating for the impacts of both potentially deferred interchanges.  They may 
not be incorporated into the permit, but they are incorporated in the mitigation planning. 

C: I wouldn’t include them in the initial permits because the permit would expire before 
construction begins. (IDEM)  

 
Q: Will there be Tier 3 studies? (USEPA) 
A: What’s occurring in Section 1 right now is several reevaluations are being done as we get 

into the detailed design. There are adjustments that are being made that could affect the 
permits, we’ve had conversations with IDEM and the USACE and we’re doing 
documentation.  I’m not sure if we have circulated that reevaluation in Section 1at this 
point, but it covers the first two construction packages and all of the agencies that 
received Records of Decision (ROD) will receive copies of that reevaluation. 

 
Q: Before 5 years from now? (USEPA) 
A: No, much later than that.  Probably similar to Section 1 we will do a reevaluation of the 

Tier 2 EIS as we identify a year of construction, to bring the environmental 
documentation up to date with the resource base in place at the time. 

 
Q: Will it go out for agency review? (USEPA) 
A: Reevaluations will be provided to those agencies who received a ROD.  If there are major 

changes in the environmental context of those areas it could be more than a reevaluation. 
Section 2 has received substantial comment already about going ahead and constructing 
the North Pike interchange immediately, instead of deferring it.  That’s a decision that 
will have to be discussed by INDOT and FHWA between the draft and the final.  It’s an 
ongoing discussion. 

 
Section 3 Presentation      Dave Pluckebaum, Project Manager 
 

• Section 3 of the approved corridor is 26 miles long. 
• Section 3 begins north of the US 50 Interchange east of Washington and it continues northward to 

US 231 northwest of Crane NSWC.  
o Interchanges at SR 58 and US 231 

• Tasks:   
o Environmental studies and analysis 
o Preliminary alignments and design 
o Interchange locations and configurations 

• Recently Completed Tasks:   
o Published DEIS with a preferred alignment recommended 
o Accepting comments until June 8, 2009 
o Held Public Hearing on March 26, 2009 

• Tasks ahead:   
o Continue Public Involvement 
o Address comments on DEIS 
o Final Engineer’s Report 
o Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
o ROD from FHWA 
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• Public Involvement 
o Input of CAC and Public is crucial to identifying local access needs during development 

of alternatives 
o Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, schools, businesses, etc. 
o Interchange configuration – US 231 
o Overpass locations – Daviess CR 350 N, CR 750 N, CR 800 N, CR 900 N, CR 1400 N 

and others 
o Access road / road relocations to maintain access to farmland, residences, work, etc. 

• Draft EIS Alternatives 
o Segment Alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIS: 

 Subsection A – 3A-1 Modified & 3A-3 
 Subsection B – 3B-2 Modified, 3B-3 & 3B-4 
 Subsection C – 3C-3 
 Subsection D – 3D-2 & 3D-3 
 Subsection E – 3E-1 

o Segment alternatives combined to form four “end-to-end” build alternatives: 
 Alternative 1 – 3A-3 + 3B-2 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $322.0 - $399.1 million 

• Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative recommended 
 Alternative 2 – 3A-3 + 3B-3 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $341.0 – 430.1 million 
 Alternative 3 – 3A-1 M + 3B-4 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $331.7 - $416.3 million 
 Alternative 4 – 3A-1 M + 3B-2 M + 3C-3 +3D-2 + 3E-1 = $329.8 – 406.4 million 

• Preferred Alternative 1  
o 3A-3 recommended because:  

 Costs $7 million less 
 No diagonal farmland splits 
 Has a straight alignment 
 Shorter bridge at CR 100 N 
 Requires less fill over the CSX RR 
 Required less right-of-way 

o 3B-2 Mod. recommended because: 
 Has least impact on the Daviess CR 500/550N neighborhood 
 Less stream impacts 
 Less forest impacts 
 Cost $29 mil. less than 3B-3 and $8 mil. less than 3B-4 
 Shortest alignment 

o 3C-3 recommended because: 
 No wetland impacts 
 Oil wells, hazardous material sites, commercial employers and sensitive 

environmental areas avoided 
 Reduces farm impacts by reducing farm field splits and eliminating diagonal 

field splits 
o 3D-3 recommended because: 

 Requires fewer residential relocations 
 Less wetland impacts 
 Less farmland and less diagonal farm splits 
 Less floodplain impacts 
 Impacts less right-of-way 
 Less ephemeral stream impacts  

o 3E-1 recommended because: 
 Reduces impacts to Doans Creek 
 Reduces impacts to forested areas 
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 Reduces impacts to floodplains 
• Key environmental features:  

o 2 wildlife crossings proposed – First Creek and Doans Creek 
o Least amount of farmland  impacts 
o Least amount of wetland impacts 
o Least amount to right-of-way impacts 
o Least costly 

• Access options 
o Daviess CR 350 N 
o CR 750 N 
o CR 1400 N 
o US 231 Interchange 

• Summary of comments 
o Public Hearing attendance – 149 
o Verbal comments at Hearing – 18 
o Written comments at Hearing – 12 
o Written comments since Hearing – 2 
o Comments through website - 2 

 Three principal themes: 
• General opposition to the project 
• General support of the project 
• Impacts for farm operations and access options 

 No Agency comments to date 
• Next Steps: 

o DEIS public comment period ends June 8, 2009 
o Address comments on Section 106 (historic) findings of adverse affect 

 Comment period extended to May 8, 2009 
o EIS revised to: 

 Incorporate and address substantive comments 
 Include any new data / changes since publication of DEIS 

o Final EIS published 
o Record of Decision 

• Proposed Schedule: 
o FEIS published – Fall 2009 
o ROD issued – Late 2009 
o Final Design – 2009 -2013 
o ROW Acquisition – 2010 – 2014 
o Construction – 2011 – 2015  

 
Q: At CR 750 N, Option 1 is documented, so is that the preferred one? Other options 2 and 3 

  will not be documented in the DEIS at this point? (USEPA)   
A:  All three options are presented in the DEIS.  Option 1 is used for impact calculations, 

because its impacts are the greatest.  
 

Q: What’s the nature of the Tier 2 Section 106 process at this time?  (IDEM)   
 A:  We have one property that is at CR 800 N which has an adverse visual effect.  All the  
  alternatives considered have this same adverse visual effect 
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 Q: Should I comment on the Rest Area as it is proposed, or wait? (IDEM) 
A: We have not gotten significant feedback on the Rest Area, probably because it does not 

provide public access to I-69.  It is currently shown in the DEIS at CR 1100 N.  Whether 
to build it initially or later will be determined in the FEIS. 

 
 Q: If you do defer the Rest Area would you handle it the same way as the other interchanges  
  where you acquire the right-of-way with the design and do the evaluation at the time  you 
  get closer to construction?(USEPA) 

A: That is what we anticipate.  However, this is different than other access issues partially 
because it is not in the vicinity of local communities, as are the two interchanges in 
Section 2.  We are not dealing with development pressures in the vicinity of the Rest 
Area.  It’s anticipated it will be handled the same as the interchanges (design the facility 
and purchase the right-of-way, but defer construction).  That will be decided by INDOT 
and FHWA.  

 
Q: I have a comment on the rest area – there are a couple different scenarios there and I 

recommend designing it to avoid stream relocations.  Is the rest area footprint set in 
stone or is it subject to change? Should I just go on record regarding the rest area as it 
now is shown? (IDEM) 

 A: That is what we suggest. Comment on it as it’s written. 
 
 Q: We hear a lot on the Amish – could you please elaborate a little bit more about all the  
  efforts you’ve made to conduct outreach to that community? (BLA) 
 A: There is a large Amish community in Daviess County.  I would describe it as being a  
  little bit different from what you see on TV – the pristine communities in Pennsylvania or 
  even Northeast Indiana. Their real considerations are access - virtually every cross road  
  they use is provided an overpass.  We have met with them at a local business and  
  individually. 
 
 Q: Do you have any representatives from the Amish on the CAC? (USEPA) 

A: We have two Amish persons on it.  In fact, the person that recommended the overpass at 
900 N is an Amish businessman that lives in Epsom.  It was interesting that when we 
presented the options of road closings in that area he actually came to me and said, “You 
know what?  I’d rather have CR 900 road closed because down at CR 750N there’s 
Amish on both sides and I hate to see it harder for them to get to church.”  That’s kind of 
the way they think.  I don’t know if we’re just going to follow that thought, but it has 
been interesting working with them. 

   
 
Section 4 Presentation            Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager 
 

• Status Update 
o Environmental / EIS 

 Efforts on Preliminary Draft EIS 
o Cultural 

 Final Historic Effects Report 
o Karst:  

 Additional Field Investigations based on request from USEPA  
o Engineering 

 Incorporation of Cost Savings Measures  
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Q: When will additional Karst work be completed in Section 4?  (USEPA)   
A:  Probably sometime this summer.  We have a session this afternoon and will talk more 

specifically about how we’re going to handle documentation and release of that 
information. 

 
 
Sections 5 & 6 Presentation          Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager  
 

• Status Update 
o Public Outreach 

 Staffing in Project Office 
 Coordination with local Officials 
 Meetings with: 

• Utility Companies 
• Developers 
• Project Office Visitors 

 
Q: Do you have any idea when the agencies will be receiving the next round of preliminary  

  Karst information?  (USEPA)   
A:  We expect that we will have the DEIS late 2009.  That will be the next contact point for 

Section 4 with the agencies.  It depends on if we try to have a meeting in advance, when 
we actually nail down exactly when that document’s going to be released whether that is 
late this year or early next year. We hope to have the EIS ready late this year to release.  
It will be up to Jason DuPont (BLA/PMC) to decide the anticipated release of anything 
related to the Karst studies. 

 
Q: Is the funding issue related to the delayed time period for Sections 5 and 6 have to do 

with money to finish the process on the design work or strictly money for capital 
construction? (USEPA) 

A: It is strictly construction funding. 
 
Q: Are you engaged in any process to try to minimize the risk of development pressures to 

secure the corridor to Indianapolis, or control mineral rights development? (USEPA) 
A: At this point INDOT has not taken a position of advanced acquisition.  We have 

repeatedly provided information to INDOT about different developers that are moving 
forward with development.  I know there has been an ongoing discussion over the past 
five years regarding the intersection of SR 37 and Southport Road where there is a large 
undeveloped property on one of those corners.  

 About three years ago we saw many new developments up and down that corridor.  We 
had some development at Southport Road, CR 44 and residential development.  But the 
current economic situation has really stopped any future development along the 37 
corridor.  We keep in contact with the INDOT Seymour District on right-of-way and 
commercial permits and those have both stopped along 37 as well.  I think it is a 
temporary condition.   For the last 12 -18 months we have seen new neighborhoods and 
new commercial developments that were once planned four years ago have been placed 
on hold.  There have not been new activities or transfers of ownership between potential 
developers.  We believe that’s a short-term condition. 
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Q: In this soft economy have you sought offers or opportunities to be pro-active and acquire 
some properties to avoid having to acquire them when they’ve been built around?  
(USEPA) 

A: We look at these properties on a case-by-case basis.  Every property does get discussed at 
a high-level at INDOT.  Our early acquisition policy does require that there be imminent 
development or threat of imminent development, so we really do not intend to have a 
plan of going out and protective buying a general area in Marion County or Johnson 
County.   We will deal with those as we go. 

 Hardship purchases are different.  Last summer, Martinsville was hit pretty hard by 
floods, particularly along SR 37.  INDOT has proceeded with the purchase of a number 
of flooded properties.  I think we have already purchased 23, and there are an additional 
25 in the acquisition process.  These were homes that were flooded to the point of no 
longer being habitable.  Because they were in the footprint of all alternatives that 
Sections 5 and 6 have been considering, those parcels have actually been acquired.  
Demolition on the first group is going to occur this year in late summer /early fall. The 
other group is still in the acquisition process. 

C: Work for the Community Planning Program (the preparations and comprehensive plans 
in Monroe County and Johnson County) is coming online now, so from a local 
perspective (longer term), they’re addressing some of the right-of-way issues and how 
that is going to fit in their overall approach to land use planning. 

 Those projects that requested the funding through Community Planning Grant programs 
are all either underway or (in a few places) pretty much complete.  Those that are in the 
urbanized areas are definitely a part of their ongoing efforts and their Comprehensive 
Plan updates or corridor plans that they are developing.  

 
Q: From a construction standpoint in Section 4, with last year’s gas price increase is it 

cheaper to fill valleys and place culverts or span them?  (IDEM) 
A: We’re not quite at that point yet.  I think we’ve always been leaning toward spanning 

some of these drains because they’re so narrow and deep in some places that the cost of 
earth work moving and fill is very high.  In the Black Ankle Creek area we’ve always 
looked at providing an extended bridge across the floodplain and wetland area.  I think 
what we’re looking at that as a cost reduction step because otherwise there’s so much 
earth work. 

 When reviewing the costs for Section 4, the structure costs for Section 4 exceed the 
structure costs in Sections 1-3 combined.  They have a substantial number of fills. There 
are two cases where the fills are 120 – 150 feet tall and you are going across valleys so 
the bridges get really long.  Even if the only thing you are spanning is the creek and the 
county road that’s running along the creek, the bridges are six- to eight-hundred feet long.  
At Black Ankle Creek there has been a specific effort to extend the bridge to avoid 
impacts in that valley. 

 
 

Section 1 Design & Construction              Tom Seeman, INDOT Project Manager 
 

• Section 1 Packages   
o 1 – I-64 to SR 68 
o 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges 
o 3 – SR 68 to Pigeon Creek 
o 4 – Pigeon Creek to SR 168 
o 5 – SR 168 to SR 64 
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• Package 1 – Under Construction 
o Initiated July 2008 
o Design / Build 
o Mitigation Site 
o Schedule – Open to traffic Late 2009 

• Package 2 – Soon to be Constructed 
o Let in April 2009 

• Mitigation Site 
o Part of Package 1 
o 160 acres + 
o Constructed wetlands 
o Stream restoration 
o Forest planting 

• Additional Mitigation Sites in Sections 2 & 3 
o Several additional mitigation sites have been identified and are being pursued 
o 3 sites in Section 2 were let for construction in March 2009 – 335 acres 
o 1 site in Section 3 will be let for construction in May 2009 – 321 acres 
o INDOT is continuing land acquisition for future mitigation site construction and forest 

preservation   
 

Q: You sent out a preliminary mitigation-type document for the agencies to review and 
comment on in advance, will you be doing that in this instance?   (USEPA)   

A: Yes.  In Section 1 we provided a copy of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan as well as our 
responses to comments.  We will do the same thing this time and provide those to each of 
the agencies in advance of release of the Final EIS (FEIS). 

 
Q: The next step in Sections 2 & 3 would be to have a meeting on the preferred alternative 

and mitigation.  Will you be doing that? Will a meeting be held?   (USEPA) 
A: We did not do that with Section 1. We offered the opportunity that if you wanted to make 

comments you could, but we were not soliciting comments and going to do a formal 
meeting, since the DEIS already selected a preferred alternative. 

 All of Section 3’s mitigation and a portion of Section 2’s mitigation requirements will be 
fulfilled by the UMB (Umbrella Mitigation Bank) for Sections 2 and 3.  Additional sites 
will be required to mitigate for the additional impacts in Section 2 which were identified 
in Section 2’s Revised DEIS. Conceptual Mitigation Plans will be completed and 
provided to the review agencies prior to the release of the FEIS’s.  The mitigation plans 
included within the UMB will not be Conceptual as they are the final mitigation plans for 
building the mitigation sites.  All of the IRT (Interagency Review Team) members have 
been given the opportunity to comment on the plans included within the UMB for 
Sections 2 and 3.  

 
Q: Section 2 or 3?  (USEPA) 
A: A combination of both Sections 2 and 3 are addressed by the UMB.   
 
Q: So we won’t get Conceptual Mitigation Plans for Section 2for review before the Final 

EIS’s?  (USEPA) 
A: You will get additional information on the mitigation sites not included in the UMB for 

Section 2, but there will not be additional design information on the sites included in the 
UMB as those designs have been finalized through coordination with the IRT.   
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Introduction to Afternoon Session               Tom Cervone, Ph.D., PMC  
 
Permitting and Mitigation       Jeremy Kieffner, PMC 
 

• Permitting in Section 1 
o USACE 404 Permit   

 Received on March 24, 2008 
 Expires December 15, 2009 
 Extension request will be submitted October/November 2009 

o IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification 
 Received on October 26, 2007 
 Expires October 26, 2009 
 Extension requested and granted to expiration date of USACE 404 Permit   

• Permitting for Sections 2 and 3 
o The USACE Section 404 Permit and the IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification 

Applications for both Sections 2 and 3 are anticipated in late 2009 / early 2010. 
o The USACE Section 404 Permits and the IDEM 401 Water Quality Certifications for 

Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be completed following the Record of Decision (ROD) for each 
section. 

• Mitigation for Section 1 
o Mitigation Site Construction was completed in 2008  

 All water resource mitigation requirements for Section 1 are completed 
 5 acres of wetland development 

• 2 acres of forested wetland development 
• 3 acres of emergent wetland development 

 0.3 acre of open water development 
  97.6 acres of riparian / bottomland / upland forest development 
 11,970 linear feet of ephemeral stream channel development 
 30.4 acres of existing forested wetland preservation  
 6,300 linear feet of legal drain easement herbaceous plantings 

• Proposed Mitigation for Sections 2 and 3 
o Umbrella Mitigation Bank (UMB) 

 Interagency Review Team (IRT) meeting held on April 9, 2009 
• Discussion of “Draft” UMB instrument 
• No objections from IRT were received 
• Currently revising UMB instrument to Final Stage for signatures 
• Deed restriction language being revised  

 Section 2 mitigation sites within UMB 
• Only a portion of the mitigation requirement for Section 2 impacts are 

currently included in the UMB 
o 33% of the wetland mitigation requirement 
o 23% of the stream mitigation requirement 
o 47% of the non-wetland (upland) forest mitigation requirement 

 All of the mitigation requirements for Section 3 impacts are currently included in 
the UMB  

o Additional mitigation to fulfill Section 2 mitigation requirements 
 Additional mitigation sites that are currently not included in the UMB may be 

added to the UMB or will be submitted as part of the permit applications as 
Permittee Responsible Mitigation Sites. 
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o Mitigation efforts for Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be completed either as a separate UMB, or 
as part of the permit applications in the future, or a combination of these as is currently 
being completed in Section 2. 
 

Q: There was some discussion on specific mitigation measures for box turtles.  Can you  
  give us an update? (IDNR F&W)   

A:  There was a meeting a month or so ago with IDNR, INDOT, Jason DuPont and Tom 
Cervone, and we talked about public comments.  At that meeting, people discussed the 
rationale for attention to the eastern box turtle and also the ornate box turtle.  The ornate 
box turtle’s core habitat is in the Plainsville Sand Dune Region (which we skirt to the 
east).  We’re considering the eastern, as well as the ornate box turtles, in our additional 
coordination. One suggestion is that we revisit the Endangered Species Awareness 
Training Video, which presently addresses federally listed species.  We could add 
discussion of the eastern box turtle and the ornate box turtle at the end, describing what 
you do and don’t do during construction.  The Fish & Wildlife Bloomington Field Office 
said that would be fine.  That’s the one thing we’ve agreed to at this time. 

 The second thing that we talked about, but haven’t developed a formal plan, is to have 
one or two demonstration projects to learn more about the populations of the eastern box 
turtle, especially in prime habitat.  A possible area for this could be in Section 2 in the 
Patoka River bottoms.  Another is in Section 4 in the Koleen area.  We have notes on past 
field surveys that box turtles are in those areas and we noticed a number of them, 
especially in Greene County.  We have considered this, but INDOT hasn’t determined 
how it would be implemented. 

 Further discussions are needed with IDNR to define - What would the demonstration 
projects be?  Where would they be?   The main commitment that came out of the 
previous meeting is that we are going to continue to work with DNR and address its 
concerns on the box turtle.  

  
 Q: (Concerning completion of a UMB for Sections 4, 5 and 6) If you go that route, it would  
  need to be two separate UMBs because it’s in two separate watersheds.  (IDEM) 
 A: We will review and coordinate this prior to completion of any UMB efforts in these  
  Sections. 
 
 Q: Section 1’s mitigation site work, was that done by a specialty contractor?  (USEPA) 

A: The excavation and grading work was done by an earthwork sub-contractor, but the 
planting was done by Earth Images, an environmentally-sensitive landscaping firm.   The 
contract specified the type of planting methods to be used.  Machine planting methods 
were used to assure proper planting of the bare root trees.  Hand planting trees requires 
more control to assure proper compaction for stability during flood events.   

 The Section 1 mitigation site has been under water multiple times and most of the trees 
are still there. They are surviving the high water at this point in time. 

 
 Q: Will we get a chance to see the Construction Training Video about the species?  (USEPA) 
 A: We don’t have it with us today, but we will provide a copy to anyone who is interested in 
  reviewing the video. 
 

Q: What kind of work is underway for the additional mitigation you’ll need in Section 2?  
(USEPA) 

A: Right now we have certain mitigation sites that are being purchased.  With the additional 
stream impacts we’re investigating additional mitigation for those areas.  They will be 
addressed.  We don’t have any specific sites identified right now for those additional 
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stream impacts.  We have additional mitigation required in Section 2 beyond what is 
included in the UMB, and we are investigating additional mitigation sites right now. 

  
 Q: Will you have them before the FEIS?  (USEPA) 

A: We will have them before the permits are submitted.  We have another six or seven 
properties under review in Section 2 that we’ve been working on.  We are also looking at 
multiple additional sites and just beginning discussions with permitting agencies relative 
to the additional stream impacts.  We may replace some of the others that were already 
identified.  We have some other sites targeted and some are secured.  We are looking at 
multiple approaches to satisfy mitigation requirements.   

 
Q: At the time of the FEIS, will you need to do more bridging over creeks which you’re now 

saying are optional for bridging? (USEPA) 
A: As the design moves forward we will be looking at those streams for on-site type of 

minimization efforts such as bridging where feasible and cost-effective. Those will be 
included with the permit applications, along with opportunities for on-site mitigation in 
addition to the off-site compensatory mitigation sites.    

 
Q: When you do the actual wetland delineations, do you have any sense whether that’s going 

to increase or decrease the amount of wetland impacts?  (USEPA) 
A: We believe that wetland impacts will decrease.  For Section 3, the DEIS acreages of 

mitigation required are already being addressed by mitigation in the UMB and we are not 
going to reduce that mitigation. With the approval of the IRT, we may be able to use those 
for other INDOT projects in that area for wetland and water resource impacts.   

 
Karst Update               Jason DuPont, PMC   
 

• Overview 
o Southeastern Greene County through Northern Monroe County 
o Tier 2 Sections 4 and 5 
o Variation of types of karst features throughout the karst areas 
o Variable considerations for new alignment vs. existing SR 37 corridor 

• Section 4 
o Three areas of relevant karst in Section 4 

 Taylor Ridge to SR54 
 SR54 to Harmony Rd 
 Harmony Rd to SR37 

• Section 5 
o Three areas of relevant karst in Section 5 

 Bloomington Karst 
 Bloomington North Karst 
 Simpson Chapel Karst 

• Tier 2 Karst Geology Evaluations 
o Data acquisition for karst mapping 
o Field mapping of karst features   
o Dye-tracing program 
o Indiana Bat hibernacula evaluations 
o Cave biota evaluations 
o Agency coordination 

(Comply with the Karst Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) – October 13, 1993) 
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• Progress of Karst Studies 
o Background research, field inventory and mapping of karst features completed 
o Initial dye-tracing studies to identify subsurface drainage patterns and connectivity 

relative to I-69 alternatives completed 
o Cave biota surveys completed for features connected to I-69 alternatives 
o Draft Karst Reports distributed to Karst MOU Agencies for review (July 2006) 
o Agency coordination completed per Karst MOU 

• Section 4 Areas of Importance 
o  Cave 
o Cave 
o Cave 
o Cave 
o Cave 
o 
o Cave 
o Cave 
o Karst 
o Area 

• Section 5 Areas of Importance 
o Cave 
o SR 45 / Street Interchange Area 
o  (Superfund Site) 
o (Superfund Site) 

• Additional Karst Evaluations Identified for Tier 2 Studies 
o Section 4 

 Karst / Non-karst spring water sampling 
 Additional Dye Tracing 

•  Cave 
• Cave 
•  Cave 
• 
• Cave 
• Cave 
• Cave 
•  

o Section 5 
 Additional dye-tracing 

• Cave 
 USEPA Superfund Site coordination 

• Lemon Lane Landfill 
• Bennett’s Dump 

• Section 4 Karst Additional Surveys Status 
o Karst / non-karst spring water sampling complete 
o Karst / non-karst spring water sample analysis and reporting in progress 
o Two dye traces in progress 
o Additional dye traces to be completed spring / summer 2009 

• Section 5 Karst Additional Surveys Status 
o Six dye traces have been completed 
o Eight flow paths identified 
o Three dye traces in progress 
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o Additional dye traces to be completed spring / summer 2009 
o Additional USEPA Superfund Site coordination prior to DEIS   

 
Q:  Will the final karst reports be part of the FEISs?  (USEPA)   
A: They will be distributed somehow in conjunction with them.  I do not know if they will 

be directly appended because of the sensitive nature of the material.  INDOT must decide 
the best way to distribute them.  We don’t want to release sensitive locations of cave 
features and spring features to the general public.  We may include it as a separate 
document and reference it for those agencies that are part of the MOU, and then if there 
are specific requests we can address those with specific responses. 

 
Q: Do you see the final karst reports coming out with the DEISs?  (USEPA) 
A: Yes, they will be issued at the same time as DEISs. 
 
Q: Has there been further review of potential impacts to the Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund 

site?  (IDEM) 
A: There is some widening (of the SR37 mainline median) in that area, although we do 

maintain the existing RW limit on the east side of the road, with the intent to minimize 
additional flow into this site.  There is some modification on all four ramps of the S.R. 46 
interchange as well. 

 
Q: If you do widen are you going to the west side of the road to avoid Lemon Lane, will that 

impact Bennett’s Dump Superfund site? (IDEM) 
A: It doesn’t impact Bennett’s Dump.  We are looking at the grade separation just north of 

Lemon Lane more than at the mainline itself.  We don’t want to worsen the situation 
there.  We are looking at moving the local road north to 17th Street.  We are essentially 
maintaining the S.R. 37 grade that’s there today (for the profile grade of I-69). We don’t 
want to move any more water through the current system in order to keep the 
contaminant movement down.  There are other efforts to lower the water levels in that 
area. That is one of the primary things we want to follow up on and see what the status is.  
We want to make sure that whatever we do doesn’t have any adverse impact on other 
efforts there.  And the same at Lemon Lane too – avoid putting any more water in the 
system and maintaining the drainages there today, with any additional drainage going to 
an alternative location. 

 
 

Community Planning Grants          David Goffinet, PMC  
 

• Project Status 
o 31 communities selected to participate 
o 30 communities took advantage of it 
o 18 contracts 
o 5 communities approx. 90% complete 

• Community Planning Grant Handouts 
o Natural Resource Information Handout 
o Project Status Handout 

 
Q: Please tell us how the GIS is being used and why? (PMC) 
A: Typically, when planning takes place in a community the professional firm assisting them 

through that process recognizes that one of the key elements is an inventory.  “What is 
here?”  “What do we have?”  The natural and human environment is included in the final 
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products of these planning grants.  There will be maps with different GIS layers of 
everything from wetlands to historic properties.  Firms have had access to these because 
of the Tier 2 process.  For the very first time communities which have not previously 
considered things are receiving information about their areas in ways that mean a whole 
lot more to them.  What does it mean to them other than the fact they can say, “I live in a 
hilly area with a steep slope.  How does that impact water runoff, and how do our human 
impacts impact those?”  They are learning about the interconnectivity of nature and 
community.  

 
Q: Do the communities have environmental maps?  (USEPA) 
A: Those that BLA has been working with now have maps they’ve never had before.  These 

include nearly everything from prime farmland, to karst features, to historic properties.  
In the Greene County area there are karst features, sinkholes, etc.  We have provided 
those GIS layers and believe they are using those as a result of our planning efforts. 

 
Q: The participating communities that are working on coming up with a comprehensive plan 

or updating one, what is the time line or due date?  (USEPA) 
A: Most communities are making comprehensive plans.  There also are a few corridor 

studies.  Two groups have requested extensions of their timeline. The grants prescribe an 
18-month study process.  Depending upon the day the agreement was signed, we have 
planning products that are due from September 2009 through April-May of 2010. 

 
Q: What about Community Planning Efforts in Sections 2 and 3? (USEPA) 
A: The majority of these projects will conclude before the FEISs are issued.  We proceed 

cautiously in Southwest Indiana with zoning and subdivision regulations and land use 
controls. We have worked very hard at differentiating between what a comprehensive 
plan is and where zoning is.  We want to make sure we remove the stigma of a 
“comprehensive plan.”  That does not mean that you are going to implement zoning.  The 
communities which BLA has assisted have not specifically said as a commitment, “We 
will move to zoning as a result of these plans.”  But, there are actually communities that 
are considering it that have never considered it before.  It’s taking baby steps.  Had it not 
been for this opportunity, it would never have been discussed in a public forum. 

 
Q: I was wondering how INDOT might take this information during the planning process 

and help inform them whether or not they might want to consider putting an interchange 
in a particular area and not in a resource-sensitive area?  (USEPA) 

A: The Planning Toolbox that was described is somewhat unique as we looked around the 
country and saw what was out there.  There is actually a planning self-assessment that 
communities can determine next steps.  In some cases, where communities have taken no 
steps, the first step is just to establish an advisory planning commission.  This guide 
allows them to assess where they are at.  There is a level of effort identified and 
appropriate planning steps to follow.  You take the first step first and then build on it.  
The Planning Toolbox has been helpful for that kind of application.  While it was 
developed for I-69, really it’s applicable to Indiana and other states.  

 Small, rural Southwest Indiana communities realize that for I-69, the initial potential for 
development is proximate to the interchanges.  Communities we have worked with focus 
on nearby interchanges, considering the features near to them.  For example, the 
interchange in Section 1 at SR 64 has a large wooded area on the northeast corner. There 
was a lot of discussion about the development where you have those types of features.  
Not only is it prohibitive to development, but there have been discussions about the 
preservation of those types of features.  There were lengthy discussions about how 
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services would be provided to those particular interchanges and where development 
should be guided. 

 The point of discussion usually was, “How can a community control or target 
development?”  The obvious answer is that land-use controls can direct those types of 
things.  We have always used that in a positive light.  If your desire is to manage 
development, then the most logical way to do it is by land use controls.  Communities 
have come a long way in this process – it is quite impressive. 

 
Q: Which communities decided not to partake in this grant? (USEPA) 
A: Only Bloomington did not.  In their response they stated that with the amount of planning 

efforts that they had already done, these additional moneys could be better used in other 
ways. 

 
Q: Some of these project descriptions say they seek to protect natural resources- is there a 

stipulation that this is required for these grants?  I ask because I’ve never seen a 
planning/zoning body not change its resource-protection policies where large amounts of 
money become involved. (IDEM) 

A: It goes back to something we said a little while ago.  A number of these communities, 
counties and small cities have never done any planning.  They have never done a 
comprehensive plan. Planning and zoning are dirty words in some of those communities.  
We have used a building block approach.  The first step is to recognize the need, and that 
it is good for their community to start taking those steps.  They recognize and 
acknowledge that for the quality of life in their community it is best for them to protect 
resources.  But it takes steps to get to the point to recognize that quality of life is of 
higher value than the simple financial considerations. 

 If you ask most persons that live in a small community – why they prefer its lifestyle, 
they like small- town living.  The fact that I can go fishing at so-and-so’s place, etc.  
When we get into conversation and ask, “Ok, what you’re telling me is you like the 
outdoors.  You like the fact you can go do these kinds of things that people in 
Indianapolis can’t do, right?  That’s what you love.  Are you sure it is going to be there 
when your kids are grown up?”  They realize that if indeed you grow as a result of this 
interstate, that you must plan to grow in such a way to maintain the quality of life that 
you have bragged about and defended as a small town resident all your life.  That is the 
direction we have been going.  We try to tie the two together.  We point out that it is by 
happenstance you’ve got these things, you haven’t grown much, you haven't tainted too 
much.  As growth increases in the future, you may not maintain your lifestyle just by 
happenstance.  You have got to control that.   We are getting there and that is the 
direction we have gone. 

 We are in the process of trying to change their worldview from one of “I want to protect 
my personal property rights” to one of “I want to protect my quality of life.”  Some have 
never thought about that, never conceived that land use controls protect their quality of 
life.  It is not trying to impose upon property owners something like, “You can’t do that.”  
We are shifting their thinking to the fact that the reason they want to live there is because 
of the quality of life. 

C: When I read land use plans which BLA has prepared, it helped educate me about the 
county and what is in the county.  And it also helped educate me on the value of different 
land uses.  It opened up the door to ask, “Why is it important to learn ramifications about 
development and other things, wetlands and streams and so forth?”  Before, I didn’t have 
this resource inventory; I wouldn’t have understood their value and wouldn’t have gotten 
into further discussion.  I never went that far before because I didn’t have the education.  
That is what I’ve learned by reading comprehensive plans.  It helped me understand more 
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about where I live, its value, and the ramifications of development in certain areas. 
(BLA/PMC) 

A: It has been an education process for the communities.  I have talked to several mayors 
and they say they’ve learned as much about where they live, their county and their city, 
as they have in all the years they have been in office.  It is eye-opening for them and gets 
them to think about things in a different way. 

Meeting Conclusion/Closing Remarks    Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager 
 
At Conclusion of Meeting:  Those interested are invited to stay and watch a 40 minute Documentary 
(provided by the USEPA) on Indiana Caves. 
 

Q: Will the FEIS in Sections 2 and 3 have Appendices with a running tally of impacts?  
(USEPA) 

A:  Yes, it will. 
 
Q:  When will resource agencies and EPA receive the first, annual mitigation overall permit  

  tracking summary report?  (USEPA) 
A: The reporting on all the mitigation sites will probably be distributed at the end of 2009 

with the first annual mitigation monitoring report for the Section 1 mitigation site.  That 
tracking is triggered by the monitoring of those sites, which follows construction. 

 
 
Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things stood at the 
close of the meeting.  These meeting minutes represent my understanding of the events that occurred. 
Jennie Jackson/PMC 
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Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology•402 W. Washington Street, W274 ·Indianapolis, IN 46204~2739 
Phone 317-232-1646•Fax 317-232-0693 · dhpa@dnr.IN.gov 

April 30, 2009 

Michelle Allen 
Office of Environmental Services 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 North Senate Avenue, Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director 

Re: Archaeological records check and phase Ia field reconnaissance report (Laswell, 3/27/09) conceming 
Protective Buying on Future I-69 Corridor, SR 37, South of Liberty Church Road, Morgan County, 
Indiana, and Southwest Quadrant of SR 37 at the Intersection with Tapp Road, Monroe County, 

Indiana (Designation# 0900013, 0810395; DHPA #2123) 

Dear Ms. Allen: 

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f), 36 C.F.R. Patt 800, and the 
"Progrannnatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Indiana Department of Transpmtation, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer regarding the in1plementation of the 
Federal Aid Highway Program in the State of Indiana," the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has 
conducted an analysis of the materials dated April2, 2009 and received on April 6, 2009, for the above indicated projects in 
Morgan and Monroe counties, Indiana. 

Based upon the documentation available to the staff of the Indiana SHPO, we have not identified any currently known 
archaeological resources listed ill or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within the proposed 
project areas. 

If any archaeological attifacts or human remains are uncovered durhlg construction, demolition, or earthmoving activities, 
state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and 29) requires that the discovery must be reported to the Department of Natural 
Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code 
14-21-1-27 and 29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations. 

At this time, it would be appropriate for the Indiana Department ofTranspottation ("INDOT"), on behalf of the FHWA, to 
analyze the information that has been gathered from the Indiana SHPO, the genera!" public, and any other consulting parties 
and make the necessary determinations and fmdings. Please refer to the follo\ving comments for guidance: 

1) If the INDOT believes that a determination of"no historic properties affected" accurately reflects its 
assessment, then it shall provide documentation of its finding as set forth in 36 C.F.R .. § 800.11 to the 
Indiana SHPO, notify all consulting parties, and make the documentation available for public inspection 
(36 C.F.R .. §§ 800.4[d][l] and 800.2(d][2]). 

2) If, on the other hand, the INDOT finds that an historic property may be affected, then it shall notifythe 
Indiana SHPO, the public and all consulting parties of its fmding and seek views on effects in 
accordance with 36 C.F.R. §§ 800.4(d)(2) and 800.2(d)(2). Thereafter, the INDOT may proceed to 
apply the criteria of adverse effect and determine whether the project will result in a "no adverse effece' 
or an "adverse effect" in accordance with 36 C.F.R .. § 800.5. 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



Michelle Allen 
April 30, 2009 
Page2 

Please be advised that prior to INDOT approving and issuing a finding, the 36 C.F.R .. § 800:11 docvmentation must be 
submitted to INDOT for review aiH! comment. 

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 that went into effect on August 5, 2004, ·may be found on the Internet at 
www.achp;gov for your reference. If you have questions about archaeological issues please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 
233-0953 or rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Additionally, in allfutnre correspotJdence regarding the above indicated project, please refer 
toDHPA#2123. . 

JAG:JRJ:Jj 

cc: Ben Lawrence, P.E., Indiana Department of Transportation 
I-69 Section 3 Project Ofl1ce 

emc: Janice Osadczuk, Federal Highway Administration, Indiana Division 
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department ofTransportation 
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department ofTransportation . 
Jason DuPont, P.E., Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Linda \Veintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates, Inc. 
Alice Roberts, Grily & Pape, Inc. 



From: Dupont, Jason
To: Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov
Cc: Cervone, Tom; Bonds, Cinda; Kieffner, Jeremy; Gillette, Kia; Vorbeck, Brooke; Jackson, Jennie
Subject: RE: Bald eagle permit
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 12:14:59 PM

Robin,
 
Thanks for the information.  We will prepare a statement as indicated and get it submitted for
approval.
 
Jason
 

From: Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov [mailto:Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 12:08 PM
To: Dupont, Jason
Subject: Re: Bald eagle permit
 

Hi Jason, 

Sorry for not  getting back to you sooner on this eagle issue.  My understanding is that you guys need
to apply for the BGEPA permit  (the expedited version since you have an ITS issued prior  to the new
regulations taking affect)   by June 19, 2009.  I think the way it works is that you have to be currently in
compliance with the terms and conditions of your current ITS and then send a signed statement
indicating such, include a copy of the ITS, and continue thereafter to stay in compliance.  I think the
guidance, including a template to use as your statement of compliance can be found at our website.
 As I understand it,  all  of the terms of the new BGEP permit  should be the same as those in the ITS.
 If you have any questions, let me know.   

Thanks, 

Robin 

Robin McWilliams-Munson

**Work Schedule: M,T,W  7:45- 4:15**
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, Indiana 47403
812-334-4261 x.  207
812-334-4273 fax 

"Dupont, Jason" <JDupont@blainc.com>

04/16/2009 03:01  AM

To <Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov>
cc <tcervone@blainc.com>, <kgillette@blainc.com>

Subject Re: Bald  eagle permit

 

Robin,

mailto:/O=BLA ORGANIZATION/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=279F4840-228739B7-3D9FD117-31050B49
mailto:Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov
mailto:TCervone@blainc.com
mailto:CBonds@blainc.com
mailto:JKieffner@blainc.com
mailto:KGillette@blainc.com
mailto:BVorbeck@blainc.com
mailto:JJackson@blainc.com


It is my understanding that we can continue with the terms and conditions of
our previous ITS, and get a letter from USFWS acknowledging that we have
satisfied the conditions of the BGEPA, or go through the permitting process
under the BGEPA.  We completed the BGEPA permitting process for a project in
KY through an on-line form completion and some additional coordination,
which was not too difficult.  however, all discussions to date have
anticipated us continuing with the previous commitments.

In regard to our commitments, and the terms and conditions, Bill McCoy
mentioned that there is a need for a roosting structure for the nesting pair
of eagles at Snakey Point, as the majority of the snags have fallen in the
slough.  We did not have any commitments regarding habitat structures to my
recollection, but there is educational funding that may be able to be
modified to provide habitat structres.  Please let me know your thoughts
about this potential.

I will also follow up on INDOT/FHWA's planned approach to the BGEPA issue.

Thanks,
Jason

-----Original Message-----

From:  "Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov" <Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov>
Subj:  Bald eagle permit
Date:  Wed Apr 15, 2009 2:44 pm
Size:  472 bytes
To:  "JDupont@blainc.com" <JDupont@blainc.com>

Hi Jason, 

I was wondering if INDOT ever obtained a their permit for eagle take under  
the Bald and Golden Eagle Act.  My understanding is that the terms and  
conditions in the new permit will be the same as those in the original  
Incidental Take statement. 

Robin 

Robin McWilliams-Munson 

**Work Schedule: M,T,W  7:45- 4:15** 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
620 South Walker Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47403 
812-334-4261 x. 207 
812-334-4273 fax 



From: Dupont, Jason
To: Hasty, Michael D LRL; Kieffner, Jeremy
Cc: Allen, Michelle; Buskirk, Bob; Mott, Joshua; Cervone, Tom; Jackson, Jennie
Subject: RE: I-69 Draft MBI Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 1:54:08 PM

Mike,

Thanks for the info.  We are working with INDOT to establish the appropriate amounts and the setup. 
We will provide you with a draft prior to finalizing the language for the instrument.

Jason

-----Original Message-----
From: Hasty, Michael D LRL [mailto:Michael.D.Hasty@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 7:38 AM
To: Dupont, Jason; Kieffner, Jeremy
Subject: RE: I-69 Draft MBI Comments

Jason - That's a bit more difficult to answer. With commercial banks the
amount is a percentage of the credit sales amount, which is dictated by the
market. With this one I suggest coming up with some ball-park numbers based
on projected cost of building the mitigation, then with a reasonable
percentage of this cost estimated to be needed for Maintenance and Monitoring
Fund and then Catastrophic Event and Long-Term Management.

I do not have a formula for this, but you do need a solid rationale for the
suggested $$$ involved.

Mike

-----Original Message-----
From: Dupont, Jason [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2009 5:36 PM
To: Hasty, Michael D LRL; Kieffner, Jeremy
Subject: Re: I-69 Draft MBI Comments

Thanks Mike!

Do you have an idea of dollar amount per acre for these funds?

Jason

-----Original Message-----

From:  "Hasty, Michael D LRL" <Michael.D.Hasty@usace.army.mil>
Subj:  I-69 Draft MBI Comments
Date:  Thu May 7, 2009 12:38 pm
Size:  1K
To:  "Kieffner, Jeremy" <JKieffner@blainc.com>; "Dupont, Jason"
<JDupont@blainc.com>

Sorry for my delay in responding. I have been filling in as acting section
chief the past week 1/2.

See the attachments. The outline does not include specific details yet,
because I need to know how INDOT will be handling Financial Assurances. The
draft MBI makes no reference to fund amounts, escrow accounts, etc. I realize

mailto:/O=BLA ORGANIZATION/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=279F4840-228739B7-3D9FD117-31050B49
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that some requirements of private banks do not apply to this bank, but at a
minimum we need to discuss funds that will be set aside for maintenance and
monitoring and long-term and catastrophic event management. Specifically,
what are the $$$$, what is the rational for the $$$ amount and how will these

funds be secured (what accounts)?

With private banks, we would direct 8% of cash proceeds from the sale of
credits into the Maintenance and Monitoring Fund and 2% of cash proceeds from

the sale of credits into the Catastrophic Event and Long-Term Management
Fund.

With this single source umbrella bank, I suggest that the financial assurance

amount ($$$) be divided into two funds (with approximately 80% going into the

Maintenance and Monitoring Fund and 20% to the Catastrophic Event and
Long-Term Management Fund).

This layout and rationale comes from the Norfolk District and is a standard
template they use for all banks.

Once I have a better understanding of how the INDOT proposes funding, then I
can edit the specific language to be included in the MBI on how these funds
are to be managed and ultimately released.

Finally, I have attached some sample ledgers. I suggest that you combine
elements from each as appropriate and of course titles for each umbrella site

ledger.

Michael Hasty
Senior Project Manager
USACE, Louisville District
http://www.lrl.usace.army.mil
(502) 315-6676
(502) 315-6677 Fax
 

http://www.lrl.usace.army.mil/


From: Mott, Joshua
To: Dupont, Jason; Bacone, John; Cervone, Tom; Davis, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle; Buskirk, Bob; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia;

Sias, Jaime; Jackson, Jennie
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2009 7:42:05 AM
Attachments: INDOT Box Turtle Statement 5-10-09.doc

To all,
The meeting on Wednesday will effectively be broken up into two parts, 1) mitigation and
monitoring (~45 minutes) and 2) Box Turtles (~45 minutes).  The amount of time for each topic are
approximate and it is possible that either topic could by concluded earlier or later than planned.  If
any of you feel that it is not necessary for you to remain for the Box Turtle discussion then please
feel free to leave at the conclusion of the mitigation and monitoring portion.  The Box Turtle
discussion will consist of discussing the statement that BLA drafted regarding special interest in
Box Turtles (see attached for your review) followed by a discussion on options for minimizing
impacts to Box Turtle populations during construction.  If you have any questions prior to the
meeting please feel free to contact me.  Thank you! 
 
Joshua Mott,  M.S.E.S.
Environmental Scientist
Indiana Department of Transportation
Office of Environmental  Services
Ecology Unit
100 N. Senate  Ave.  Room N642
Indianapolis, IN 46204
(317)232-5528
 
 

From: Dupont, Jason [mailto:JDupont@blainc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 2:38 PM
To: Bacone, John; Cervone, Tom; Davis, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Mott, Joshua; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle; Glista, David J.; Buskirk, Bob; Smith,
Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime; Jackson, Jennie
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)
 
John,
 
Thanks for the meeting confirmation.  I am sure that the necessary BLA staff are available, and I am
aware of some, but not all INDOT staff availability.  If there are any issues with this time, we will let
you know asap.
 
Thanks,
Jason
 

From: Bacone, John [mailto:jbacone@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2009 1:31 PM
To: Cervone, Tom; Davis, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason; Mott, Joshua; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle; Glista, David J.;
Buskirk, Bob; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)

mailto:jmott@indot.IN.gov
mailto:JDupont@blainc.com
mailto:jbacone@dnr.IN.gov
mailto:TCervone@blainc.com
mailto:JDavis@dnr.IN.gov
mailto:JKieffner@blainc.com
mailto:nsaxe@indot.IN.gov
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mailto:JJackson@blainc.com

Reasons INDOT is showing special interest in Box Turtles over any other species

May 10, 2009

“DRAFT”

Many studies document box turtles are declining worldwide. There are also many anecdotal accounts of local box turtle declines. Even in areas where box turtle numbers appear to be stable, it may be their longevity that may delay population declines. Box turtles are also very secretive and therefore, population fluctuations may not be as obvious. Current research also indicates that previously unnoticed declines in box turtle populations have become apparent. What were often regarded as “good numbers” in box turtle density, have been determined to be insufficient for healthy population growth and survival (“Eastern Box Turtle,” 2009).

In Indiana, there are two species of box turtles: the eastern box turtle (Terrapene c. carolina) and the ornate box turtle (Terrapene o. ornata). The ornate box turtle is state endangered and has a very limited range within the state.  In the north, it is only associated with the sand prairie south of the Kankakee River and east to southwestern Marshall County and western Fulton County. In the south, there are only records for Daviess County (Minton, 2001) and other possible adjacent counties. The preferred I-69 alignment is east of the southern range of ornate box turtle. The eastern box turtle appears to be more common in the southern half of the state (Minton, 2001) where the I-69 alignment overlaps its range. However, according to the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), these eastern box turtle populations are widely scattered, and “to ensure long-term survival, eastern box turtle populations in Indiana cannot sustain additional losses” (“Eastern Box Turtle,” 2009). 

Several biological constraints can contribute to the box turtle’s susceptibility during construction.  They are:


· Sedentary:  Turtles spend much time in one place and move throughout their small home range.

· Slower Moving: Turtles are slower moving animals. This makes it difficult for them to move out of the way of construction activities.


· Hibernation: Turtles usually hibernate under or near the surface depending upon available cover. As such, there is a possibility turtles can be buried alive while hibernating.


· Defense Mechanism:  Upon danger, turtles retreat into their shell.  This does not remove them from construction impacts.


· Limited Home Range: Box turtles also have a small home range (usually between two and 12 acres) that may shift over time (Dodd, 2001). By fragmenting or destroying the landscape associated with their home range, they may be forced to cross roads in order to find food and mates.  

In addition, box turtle populations are affected by the following attributes:


· Longevity: Turtles are long-lived animals (maybe 40 to 50 years in the wild). As with other longer lived animals, these animals are characterized by delayed sexual maturity, small broods, and low annual reproductive effort. Avoiding impacts to these types of animals is imperative for their conservation.  


· Require a Mosaic of Habitats: Box turtles spend most of their time on land and require a variety of habitats (uplands, lowlands, open, forested, water) to fulfill their natural history requirements (Minton, 2001). Construction of roads can completely destroy or fragment the various landscapes turtles depend on.    

· Delayed Sexual Maturity:  Turtles do not reach sexual maturity until somewhere between the ages of five to 10 (Dodd, 2001). Most turtles do not live long enough to reach sexual maturity; therefore, it is even more imperative to protect the species. 


· Low Reproductive Output: Females tend to only lay between two and seven eggs. Mortality among young turtles is high in part due to an unhardened shell and predators—coyotes, raccoons, skunks, dogs, snakes, and birds. Only a small percentage of eggs/hatchlings survive to reproduce. The combination of low reproductive output and high egg and hatchling mortality can easily put populations at a much greater risk for extinction. It may take decades for an individual box turtle to produce its own replacement (Dodd, 2001). 

· Loss of Habitat or Habitat Fragmentation: Roads can fragment box turtle habitat, which can also isolate box turtle populations. When habitat is lost or fragmented, it is much harder for box turtles to find each other. As habitat is lost and or fragmented, remaining box turtles may cross roads in order to find food and mates. Effective breeding is density dependent; box turtles do no elicit calls to find mates; therefore, box turtles are reliant on visual identification of individuals in order to breed. And even though females may retain viable sperm for years, the proportion of infertile eggs increases as access to males decreases (Dodd, 2001). Therefore, a loss of only a few individuals within a population can put that population at a greater risk for extinction. 

All of these factors decrease genetic diversity which can lead to a decrease in fitness and an increase in extinction probability. A large gene pool is needed to ensure box turtles are able to adapt to the ever-changing landscape. 


The true status of box turtle population numbers is unknown in Indiana. Beginning in 2005, three different eastern box turtle surveys were conducted in Martin, Morgan and Brown counties by IDNR wildlife biologists. Data obtained from radio tracking will be used to estimate population densities at the different study sites. Long-term studies are important to understand the status of this species in order to adequately conserve and protect them (IDNR, 2004-2005). Results of these studies indicate an importance in studying this species.


Because of these concerns, in 2004, it became illegal to take a box turtle from the wild in Indiana (“Eastern Box Turtle,” 2009). In Indiana, any native amphibian and reptile species is protected under Indiana Codes (IC) 14-22-34-17, IC 14-22-2-6 and IC 14-22-26-3. Unless a permit has been issued, take, chase and possession of a native species are not permitted.  The eastern box turtle is specifically protected under 312 IAC 9-5-6.  Because of this special protection, and for the purpose of conservation, the Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and the U.S. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) proposes to consider options to minimize Box Turtle fatalities during construction and will seek advice and opinions from the IDNR.  
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John Davis asked me to schedule a meeting with all  of you. We have reserved Conference Room 2E,
on the second floor in the Government South, at 10:30, on Wednesday May 20.  I hope you can make
it. Thanks!
 
John
 

John A. Bacone  
Division of Nature Preserves 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources  
402 W. Washington, W 267 
Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-232-4054 
Fax: 317-233-0133

 
 

From: Cervone, Tom [mailto:TCervone@blainc.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 5:42 PM
To: Davis, John; Bacone, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason; Mott, Joshua; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle; Glista, David J.;
Buskirk, Bob; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)

Dear John,
 

Jason and Jeremy and I from BLA are available on May 20 and May 22.  If May 20th, our preference
is in the morning.   We’ll check with INDOT on their availability and get back with you.
 
Thanks
Tom
 

Thomas H. Cervone, Ph.D.
Principal / Director of Environmental Services
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, Indiana  47715
Telephone:         812-479-6200  Ext 148
FAX:                       812-479-6262
Toll Free:             800-423-7411
Cell:                       812-459-1452
Email:                    tcervone@blainc.com
 

From: Davis, John [mailto:JDavis@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 4:07 PM
To: Cervone, Tom; Bacone, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason; Mott, Joshua; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle; Glista, David

mailto:tcervone@blainc.com


J.; Buskirk, Bob; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)
 
Thanks Tom – I can make all of those days at various times. I would rather shoot for the

20th or the 22nd. We will set up the meeting as I get word back about preferences from the
DNR folks on this note.
Thanks for the quick response.
 

From: Cervone, Tom [mailto:TCervone@blainc.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 5:00 PM
To: Bacone, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason; Davis, John; Mott, Joshua; Saxe, Nathan; Allen, Michelle;
Glista, David J.; Buskirk, Bob; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009 (Indianapolis)
 
Dear John,
 
Would you be okay on May 18 (Monday), May 20 (Wednesday) or May 22 (Friday)?   Please
respond!
 
Thanks
Tom
 

Thomas H. Cervone, Ph.D.
Principal / Director of Environmental Services
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, Indiana  47715
Telephone:         812-479-6200  Ext 148
FAX:                       812-479-6262
Toll Free:             800-423-7411
Cell:                       812-459-1452
Email:                    tcervone@blainc.com
 

From: Bacone, John [mailto:jbacone@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 2:56 PM
To: Cervone, Tom
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009
(Indianapolis)
 
John, fyi, that week I am out the 19th (Commission) and the 21st (Thursday)
 
John
 

John A. Bacone  
Division of Nature Preserves 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources  
402 W. Washington, W 267 

mailto:tcervone@blainc.com


Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-232-4054 
Fax: 317-233-0133

 
 

From: Cervone, Tom [mailto:TCervone@blainc.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 3:52 PM
To: Davis, John; Smith, Katie G; Buffington, Matt; Bacone, John
Cc: Allen, Michelle; Saxe, Nathan; Mott, Joshua; Glista, David J.; Buskirk, Bob; Dupont,
Jason; Kieffner, Jeremy; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009
(Indianapolis)

Dear John, Katie, Matt, and John,
 
We do have maps and information for the approved and proposed mitigation sites,
and in a meeting can discuss them with IDNR and take comments.   A meeting this
week and next is not really do-able for us.  Our preference would be the week of
May 18 to 22.
 
As to the eastern box turtle, we are presently developing ideas for inclusion of this
species  in the I-69 TES Awareness Training Video, and to describe more accurately
what may be in demonstration projects for this species related I-69.   The week of
May 18 to 22 would allow for the time we need to get both considerations together
and discuss with IDNR.
 
Josh Mott (INDOT) is not available for most of this week and Nathan Saxe (INDOT)
will not be back until May 13 or so.   We really do need both gentlemen at the
meeting along with preparatory time for the meeting.   Please let’s think about a
date during the week of May 18 to 22.  Please respond with your thoughts.
 
Thanks
Tom
 

Thomas H. Cervone, Ph.D.
Principal / Director of Environmental Services
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, Indiana  47715
Telephone:         812-479-6200  Ext 148
FAX:                       812-479-6262
Toll Free:             800-423-7411
Cell:                       812-459-1452
Email:                    tcervone@blainc.com
 

mailto:tcervone@blainc.com


From: Davis, John [mailto:JDavis@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 1:38 PM
To: Bacone, John; Cervone, Tom; Gonso, Christopher L.
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009
(Indianapolis)
 
Tom – we will find a time in the next few days to get a group together here
so we can all speak on the phone with you and Jason and Jeremy. Are there
maps or other info that we should have in front of us before we make the
phone call? Or have you already shared that info with Chris G. or others?
I could try to set this up for later this week or early next week.
 
We still need to talk with Katie about wildlife crossings and construction site
management of turtles.
 

From: Bacone, John 
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 1:12 PM
To: Cervone, Tom; Davis, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009
(Indianapolis)
 
Thanks, Tom. I am copying John Davis,  as I think he is interested in
participating, and in getting others from DNR, as appropriate, to participate as
well.
 
John
 

John A. Bacone  
Division of Nature Preserves 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources  
402 W. Washington, W 267 
Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-232-4054 
Fax: 317-233-0133

 
 

From: Cervone, Tom [mailto:TCervone@blainc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2009 3:39 PM
To: Bacone, John
Cc: Kieffner, Jeremy; Dupont, Jason
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April 30, 2009
(Indianapolis)

Dear John,
 
It was a pleasure seeing you and Katie, meeting Ben and others at the
meeting.  As to the mitigation sites, I am very proud of their locations in



biologically attractive areas.    Purchase is fee simple or conservation
easement.   As to you getting the information, absolutely!
 
What I propose is to get Jeremy Kieffner and Jason DuPont on the phone
with you and I.   There is a considerable amount of information on each
mitigation site, and your interests are important.
 
As to who will be the ultimate owner, we’ve asked IDNR in some, the
Patoka River National Wildlife Refuge in others, and private owners in
some too.    Other opportunities are other state and federal agencies.  
Please be aware that each mitigation site has strict requirements for its
maintenance and protection.
 
Please get back with me as to an appropriate time for us to call you and
talk.   We are always willing to be helpful to the extent we can.   Have a
good day, and I look forward to us talking hopefully this coming week.
 
Thanks
Tom
 

Thomas H. Cervone, Ph.D.
Principal / Director of Environmental Services
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc.
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, Indiana  47715
Telephone:         812-479-6200  Ext 148
FAX:                       812-479-6262
Toll Free:             800-423-7411
Cell:                       812-459-1452
Email:                    tcervone@blainc.com
 

From: Bacone, John [mailto:jbacone@dnr.IN.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2009 2:22 PM
Cc: Cervone, Tom
Subject: RE: I-69 Tier 2 Overall Agency Coordination Meeting - April
30, 2009 (Indianapolis)
 
Hi Tom. It  was great seeing you at the meeting the other day. I
wanted to learn a bit more about the mitigation sites. Would it be
possible to learn their locations? Also, once restored or enhanced,
who will  be the ultimate owner?
 
Please do let us know if you need anything re Wesselman Woods.
 
Thanks!
 
John
 

mailto:tcervone@blainc.com


John A. Bacone  
Division of Nature Preserves 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources  
402 W. Washington, W 267 
Indianapolis, IN 46204

317-232-4054 
Fax: 317-233-0133
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FINAL MINUTES 

I-69 Mitigation and Box Turtle Coordination Meetings 
May 20, 2009  

 
Attendees Organization 

Matt Buffington Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) Division 
of Fish and Wildlife 

Katie G. Smith IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife 
John A. Bacone  IDNR Division of Nature Preserves 
John M. Davis IDNR Executive Office 
Tom Swinford IDNR Division of Nature Preserves 
Chris Gonso IDNR Division of Forestry 
Michelle Allen Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Office of 

Environmental Services 
Nathan Saxe INDOT Office of Environmental Services 
Joshua Mott INDOT Office of Environmental Services 
Robert Buskirk  INDOT Office of Environmental Services 
Tom Seeman INDOT Project Management 
David Butts INDOT Project Management 
Jason DuPont Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates (BLA) 
Jeremy Kieffner BLA 
Tom Cervone BLA 
Jaime Sias BLA 
 
Representatives from INDOT, IDNR and BLA met on May 20, 2009 at the Indiana Government Center 
South (Room 2E).  The purpose of the first meeting was to discuss the status of the I-69 mitigation sites 
and how they will be managed long-term. The second meeting discussed how to avoid eastern box turtle 
impacts during construction related to the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis highway. The first meeting 
started at 10:30 am and opened with participants introducing themselves; it ended at approximately 12:15 
pm. The second meeting ended at 1:15 pm.  
 
The following summarizes the discussion for each topic addressed: 
 

• Sections 2 and 3 are currently available for public and agency review, with comment periods 
closing on June 29 and June 8 respectively. 

I-69 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Statuses 
 

 

• All of Section 1’s water resource and forest impacts are being mitigated at one privately-owned 
site (Besing). 

I-69 Mitigation Site Status—Section 1 
 

• The Besing property is approximately 160 acres along and including a portion of Pigeon Creek. 
• Currently, INDOT holds the conservation easement on this property. 
• The conservation easement will stay with the land through any future sales.  
• IDNR will be provided a copy of the deed restriction that was placed on the Section 1 mitigation 

site to review to review for their ability to access this property to verify compliance with the 
conservation easement. These documents are attached. 
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• The current property owners will be notified that the IDNR will like to be informed if the owner 
decides to sell the property and be given an opportunity to purchase the property if appropriate at 
the time of sale. 
 

• Three mitigation sites in Section 2 are included under the I-69 Umbrella Mitigation Bank (UMB) 
which is currently in the final phase of development: Corn, Purcell and Cooper-Buck. 

I-69 Mitigation Site Statuses—Section 2 
 

• The Corn property is approximately 172 acres associated with the East Fork of the White River. It 
contains some Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) land and also contains sand hills and river 
frontage on the East Fork of the White River. The site contains an archeology area that will need 
to be avoided (preserved) to prevent any need for further archaeological investigations. The 
archaeology site is centrally located within the mitigation site and is approximately 23 acres in 
size. The IDNR will like the deed restriction to note where the potential archaeology site is 
located and include language indicating that coordination with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) will need to be done in order for land disturbing activities to occur in this area. 
BLA will provide the IDNR with a map showing the archaeology boundary.   

• The Purcell property is approximately 146 acres and contains Horseshoe Pond which is an old 
oxbow of the East Fork of the White River. This area contains three natural springs, sandy areas 
in the upland portion, with some wetlands.  

• These three sites are owned by INDOT and were purchased in fee simple title. 
• The sites were let in March 2009 for construction to be started in the summer 2009. Portion of 

these mitigation sites were flooded in late spring 2009 and have slightly delayed the construction 
activities.  

• These sites will be used for wetland (emergent, scrub-shrub and forested), forest (some upland 
but mostly bottomland) and stream mitigation. 

• The sites are located in biologically attractive areas associated with known Indiana bat colonies. 
• INDOT is currently looking for long-term managers for these mitigation sites to take over the 

long-term management responsibilities of these sites once the 10-year monitoring period has 
expired.   
 

• All of Section 3’s water resource impacts will be mitigated within one mitigation site (Cornelius). 

I-69 Mitigation Site Status—Section 3 
 

• The Cornelius property is approximately 355 acres (of which 325 acres is included in the 
Umbrella Mitigation Bank and will be used for mitigation). This site is within a migratory flyway 
along the West Fork of the White River, contains two Indiana bat roost trees and evening bats 
(state endangered) have been identified nearby. The property has river frontage which is 
experiencing erosion. There is a privately owned and maintained levee located adjacent to a 
portion of this mitigation site.  The entire mitigation site is located on the unprotected side of this 
private levee. 

• A contract for this site was let on May 27, 2009 and construction will commence once the 
contract has been finalized and the site is dry. 

• INDOT is also searching for an entity to take over the long-term management of this site once the 
10-year monitoring period has expired. 
 

• There has been coordination with IDNR and the United States Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) about 
biologically attractive areas for possible mitigation activities. 

I-69 Mitigation Site Statuses—Section 4 
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• The areas associated with Indian, Doan’s and Plummer’s Creeks are being looked at for possible 
summer habitat mitigation associated with Indiana bat maternity colonies in these areas.  

• The areas associated with Garrison Chapel Valley and Ray’s Cave are being looked at for 
possible winter habitat mitigation. 

 

• The IDNR Division of Forestry indicated that timber harvesting will be an anticipated part of 
their management plan.    

Potential Long-term Managing of the I-69 Mitigation Sites 
 

• Coordination with the USFWS needs to take place to determine if tree cutting may be permitted 
and how special considerations for these tracts may be able to be coordinated for a timber 
management plan that could avoid any potential Indiana bat take, and optimize habitat. 

• The IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife indicated that the distance from an existing Fish and 
Wildlife Area (FWA) will be their primary consideration for potential management. Hunting and 
fishing are typically allowable activities under the anticipated deed restrictions, but the 
development of facilities will require further coordination.  The distance from Glendale FWA was 
questioned and estimated at 10 miles. Maps showing the actual air miles and road miles from the 
sites to multiple IDNR properties are attached for additional information. 

• The IDNR Division of Nature Preserves indicated they are limited on resources for management; 
however, they do desire to own riverfront properties.  

• The IDNR expressed concern about having to coordinate through the IRT agencies to do anything 
to these mitigation properties. 

• The IDNR wishes to be included in discussions about what can/cannot be done to future 
mitigation sites.  

• It was emphasized that the location and function of the mitigation sites are limited by Section 7 
consultation for the Indiana bat and by willing sellers. 

• The Patoka River NWR has indicated that they will not be able to manage the tracts outside of 
their acquisition boundary as “satellite” properties due to their current acreage limitations. 

• Soil and Water Conservation Districts, Four Rivers Resource Conservation and Development 
(RC&D), Central Indiana Land Trust Incorporated (CILTI), other land trusts and certain Parks 
Departments could also be responsible long-term managers for these sites. 

 

• Tess Cook commented about construction impacts associated with I-69 to box turtles during the 
Section 2 DEIS comment period. This comment period expires at the end of June. 

Box Turtles 
 

• BLA will work with INDOT and IDNR to prepare a response to Tess Cook describing past 
actions that have been taken and proposed actions to alleviate impacts to box turtles. BLA will 
provide to IDNR for review and comment in July. 

• The response developed to Tess Cook and proposed action will be included in Section 2 and 3’s 
FEIS and in Section 4’s DEIS and FEIS. This information will be in the responses to comments, 
and as appropriate in the commitments summary chapters.  

• IDNR will provide BLA with information pertaining to box turtle research currently being 
conducted under Purdue University. 

  

• Highways can fragment box turtle habitat into pieces that restrict gene flow to a point where box 
turtles cannot sustain their populations. 

Why Relocate Box Turtles (and not other animals) 
 

• The Indiana Code protects box turtles from being collected. 
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• Box turtles are especially sensitive because they are limited in their ability to get out of the way 
of construction in part because they do not fly and they cannot run to avoid construction 
activities. 

• At this point, the IDNR is not interested in making this a research project. This, however, would 
be great for graduate students.     

 

• Prior to any action, the most recent literature will be consulted and taken into account.  

Ways to Avoid and Minimize Impacts Associated with I-69 Project on Box Turtles  
 

• Discussion regarding appropriate portions of I-69 for the incorporation of special box turtle 
measures identified a need to establish areas with a “reasonable expectation” to encounter box 
turtles, which could be reviewed in coordination with IDNR. Maps are attached showing areas 
with high, moderate and low probabilities of finding box turtles in areas prior to construction for 
further discussion. These areas will be reviewed with IDNR for implementation of special 
measures to minimize box turtle impacts.  Construction sites are usually cleared before placing 
silt fencing. This presents a concern since this will allow the possibility of box turtles being 
crushed by construction equipment. 

• Based on the varying approaches to moving box turtles out of the way of potential harm from 
construction and the need to define the areas, a follow up meeting was identified, which is 
anticipated in July or August to follow up on the details of planned box turtle activities and 
formal NEPA responses to public comments for I-69. 

• Possible ideas for the removal of box turtles to avoid construction impacts are as follows:  
o Volunteers and turtle sniffing dogs may be used to survey potential box turtle habitats 

prior to construction. However, once construction has begun, no volunteers will be used 
due to liability. 

o During the construction phase, an INDOT representative may be designated to move box 
turtles located during construction to the other side of the silt fencing. It is recommended 
to keep the animal as close to area where it was found as much as possible. This 
designated person would need to coordinate with the IDNR to determine which side of 
the fence it would be placed on. Ideally, the designated person would note where the box 
turtle was found. 

 

• It was determined that any box turtle work will not likely involve construction workers because  
relocation efforts will need to occur prior to clearing and the initiation of construction; therefore, 
there will be no need to include the box turtle in the endangered species awareness video. 

Box Turtle Video 
 

 

 
Closing 

The meeting closed at approximately 1:15 p.m. It was decided to reconvene sometime around mid to end 
of July to discuss the next approach to limiting impacts to box turtles.     
 
 



From: Jackson, Jennie
To: Tom Seeman; Dave Butts; Michelle Allen; Ben Lawrence; Nathan Saxe ; Josh Mott ; Steve Smith; Bruce Childs ;
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MEETING MINUTES


I-69 Overall Agency Coordination Team Meeting


Indiana Gov’t Center South, Conference Room B, Indianapolis, IN  

April 30, 2009, 9:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. EDT


		Attendees:

		



		

		



		1.  David Pluckebaum – Corradino/Section 3 PM

		27. John Bacone – IDNR



		2.  Kirk Roth – Corradino/Section 3

		28. Matt Buffington – IDNR – F & W



		3.  Rich Ray – Corradino/Section 3 DPM

		29. Deborah Duda Snyder – USACE 



		4.  Tim Miller – HNTB/Section 6 PM

		30. Kia Gillette – BLA/PMC



		5.  Sara Dyer – Dyer Environmental/PMC

		31. David Butts – INDOT, Feasibility Engineering  



		6.  Scott Johanson – IDEM, OLQ  

		32. Patricia Clune - IDNR 



		7.  Virginia Laszewski – USEPA Region 5

		33. Bren George - FHWA   



		8.  Ken Westlake – USEPA Region 5

		34. Christie Stanifer – IDNR



		9.  Cathy Garra – USEPA Region 5

		35. Karie Brudis – IDNR - DHPA



		10. Julie Guenther – USEPA Region 5 (NEPA)

		36. John Carr – IDNR Historic Preservation & Archaeology



		11. Jason Randolph – IDEM, OWQ  

		37. Linda Weintraut – Weintraut & Assoc./PMC



		12. Joe Leindecker – Jacobs/Section 2 PM

		38. Alice Roberts – Gray & Pape, Inc./PMC



		13. Randy Hancock – HWC/Section 2 DPM

		39. Lou Renshaw – IDEM  



		14. James Ude – INDOT Seymour District  

		40.  Ben Eddy – IDNR DNP 



		15. Marvin Jenkins – INDOT  

		41. Henry Nodarse – BLA/PMC 



		16. Josh Mott - INDOT  

		42. Tom Seeman – INDOT, Project Management



		17. Robin McWilliams Munson - USFWS

		43. Mary Jo Hamman – Michael Baker/Section 5 PM  



		18. Al Ferlo – Perkins Coie

		44. Kent Ahrenholtz – BLA/PMC



		19. Ben Lawrence – INDOT

		45. Jennie Jackson – BLA/PMC 



		20. Steve Smith – INDOT, Planning  

		46. Tom Cervone – BLA/PMC



		21. Michelle Allen – INDOT, Environmental Services

		47. Jeremy Kieffner – BLA/PMC



		22. Zachary Smith – IDNR, Forestry

		48. Jason DuPont – BLA/PMC  



		23. Kurt Pelz – INDOT 

		49. David Goffinet – BLA/PMC



		24. Bruce Hudson – DLZ Indiana/ Section 4 PM

		50. Eric Swickard – BLA/PMC



		25. Mike Neyer – IDNR – Water   

		51. Nathan Saxe – INDOT – DES 



		26. Katie Smith – IDNR – F & W   

		52. Michael Grovak – BLA/PMC





Welcome and Opening Remarks


   
 

 Tom Seeman, INDOT

Introductions


Project Schedules





   Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager

· Revised Schedule of Tier 2 Studies: 


· Section 1 NEPA

· Draft EIS – December 2006

· Final EIS – October 2007


· Record of Decision (ROD) – December 2008  

· Section 1 Design & Construction

· Package 1 – I-64 to SR 68 – Construction underway

· Package 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction contract just let

· Packages 3-5 – SR 68 to SR 64 – Design in process


· Section 2 NEPA

· Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009

· Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 22, 2009 (Note, later modified to June 29, 2009)

· Final EIS – Target Date – Late 2009


· ROD – Target Date – Early 2010


· Section 3 NEPA

· Draft EIS – Federal Register Notice Date – February 6, 2009

· Close of Draft EIS Comment Period – June 8, 2009

· Final EIS – Target Date – Late 2009


· ROD – Target Date – Early 2010


· Section 4

· Draft EIS – Target Date – Late 2009

· Final EIS – Target Date – Summer 2010 


· ROD – Target Date – Late 2010

· Section 5 & 6

· No Identified Funding – Schedules Extended


· Accelerated Project Development Activities


· Design for Sections 2 and 3


· Permitting Applications


· Mitigation Plans


· Construction Initiated in 2008


· 1-64 to SR 68 (2 miles) – Design/Build Project initiated in Summer 2008


· Pigeon Creek Bridges – Construction Contract has been Awarded

Section Status Reports 


Section 1 Presentation





     Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager


· Section 1 of the approved corridor is 13 miles long.  

· I-64 northward to SR 64.


· Interchanges at SR 68, SR 168 and SR 64.

· Section 1 NEPA Tier 2 Study Complete.


· Re-evaluation of document impacts for recent footprint modification during design.


· Public Involvement 

Q:
Do you have a year or date by which the Section 5 and 6 EISs will or will not be 



released?  (USEPA)  

A: 
The schedule in these sections has been extended indefinitely. 


Q:
How is Kentucky proceeding on the bridge in Evansville?  (USEPA)


A:
There is no identified funding.  There has been some movement in the Legislature to identify funding, but no decision has been made.

Section 2 Presentation 





        Joe Leindecker, Project Manager


· Section 2 of the approved corridor is 29 miles long.


· Section 2 begins at SR 64 near Oakland City and extends to US 50 east of Washington. 


· Four Interchanges part of the DEIS Preferred Alternative: 


· SR 61/56 (Petersburg)

· North Pike County


· South Daviess County


· US 50 (Washington) 

· Tasks Completed:

· Identified, surveyed and gathered information on natural and man-made environment

· Developed and evaluated alternative alignments within project corridor

· Developed and evaluated interchange options


· Published DEIS with the preferred alignment recommendation – February 6, 2009


· Public Hearing – March 19, 2009


· Tasks ahead: 

· Final Engineer’s Report

· Address Comments on DEIS

· Final Environmental Impact Statement


· ROD from FHWA


· Public Involvement

· Project Office moved to Washington

· Community Advisory Committee (CAC)


· Web Site & Hotline


· Newsletter & Brochures


· Two Public Meetings Held


· Publication of DEIS Initiating Public Comment Period


· Public Hearing


· Local Access Input


· Input from the CAC and Public was crucial to identifying Local Access Needs during the development of alternatives. Input was used to determine the following:


· Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, schools, businesses, etc.


· Overpass / Underpass locations to maintain local road connectivity.

· Service roads / road relocations to maintain access to farmland, residences, work, etc.


· Draft EIS Alternatives


· Two alternatives were developed after reviewing public input and resource agency comments.

· Conceptual Alternatives 1 and 2 were then presented at a public meeting on February 2, 2005.

· Based on public input, their design was refined and resulted in Alternatives A and B

· Alternatives A and B were presented and discussed at CAC meeting and public information meeting in August 2005.

· Alternatives A and B were divided into nine subsections from south to north for more detailed study and evaluation.

· Mainline Alternative Subsections


· Subsection boundaries were located where Alternatives A and B intersect. This allows either alternative in one subsection to connect with either alternative in the adjacent subsection.

· This allows the preferred alternative to use the superior of the two alignments within each of the nine subsections.


· Principal Criteria


· Impacts to wetlands and streams


· Agricultural impacts


· Impacts to forests


· Residential impacts


· Interchange Evaluation


· 13 Interchange locations evaluated


· Criteria for interchange screening


· Spacing, traffic effects, environmental impacts


· Four-interchange scenario best meets identified local needs


· North Pike and South Daviess interchanges possibly deferred


· Budget constraints


· Lower projected traffic flow than other two interchanges in Section 2

· Local Access Features

· 4 interchanges with I-69


· 26 overpasses / underpasses of local roads and railroads


· 12 road closures


· 31 new local service roads to provide access to properties otherwise landlocked 

· Project Benefits


· 135 fewer accidents per year in 6 counties in 2030

· 21% reduction in congested hours of travel


· 32% reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 North – includes 800 large trucks per day


· 58% reduction in traffic volumes on SR 57 South


· Key Environmental Impacts


· 53 residential relocations


· 1 business relocation


· 1 church relocation


· 1,195 acres agricultural land


· Adverse visual effect on Patoka Bridges Historic District


· Listed on National Register after DEIS initiated

· 28 acres wetlands and bottomland forests


· 213 acres upland forests


· 61 acre reduction in core forest habitat


· 196 acres floodplain


· Estimated total cost - $454 - $553 million


· Updated Stream Impact Analysis


· Additional field studies done


· Revised DEIS with updated stream data is being provided to those who received a copy of DEIS and will be available on the Project Website.


· Comment period extended to June 22, 2009 (Note – after the meeting, this final determination was made to extend the comment period to June 29) 

· Summary of Comments to date

· Public Hearing Attendance – 214


· Verbal Comments at Hearing – 21


· Written Comments at Hearing – 5


· Written Comments since Hearing – 6 


· Comments through Website – 15 


· Two principal themes:


· General opposition to project


· Favor including North Pike interchange


· No Agency comments to date


· Next Steps


· Revised DEIS public comment period ends June 22, 2009 (orig. ended June 8, 2009, now extended to June 29, 2009)


· Address comments on Section 106 (historic) finding of adverse effects


· Section 106 comment period extended to May 8, 2009

· EIS will be revised to:


· Address all substantive comments


· Incorporate changes to alternatives

· Final EIS published


· FHWA issues Tier 2 ROD


· Proposed Schedule


· FEIS published – Late Fall 2009

· ROD issued – Early 2010


· Final design – 2009 – 2013


· ROW acquisition – 2010 – 2014 


· Construction – 2011 – 2015 


Q:
What are the numbers and percentages of traffic on alternative interchanges if they are deferred?   (USEPA)  

A: 
I can’t quote them at the moment, but they are in the original DEIS. 


Q:
On the project interchanges where you are contemplating deferral, do you plan to acquire the right of way at the same time?  (USEPA)  

A: 
Yes. With the possible deferral of the interchanges, the plan would be to design those interchanges as part of the overall preferred alternative and to acquire the right-of-way to forestall future development on that right-of-way. The impacts presented assume all four of those interchanges are built. 


Q:
If those interchanges aren’t built right away – are they needed? In the past on some of the field trips we had people wondering “how much longer will the coal trucks be running?”   Will there be a Tier 3 on any of these sections if they do move forward? (USEPA)

A:
The North Pike interchange plays a principal part in addressing the coal truck traffic through Petersburg.  This interchange deferral issue has generated the most significant public comment to date on the DEIS, and this traffic issue has been a component of those comments.  



It is anticipated that those interchanges are going to be deferred in terms of construction, but that they would be completed sometime before what we have identified as the design year of the project, which is 2030.  “Deferral” means that they wouldn’t be built when the rest of Section 2 is constructed in 2011-2015.  Those interchanges would be built at some later time, around 2020-2025.  At this point, it is anticipated that design would be completed and right-of-way purchased.


The type of additional environmental evaluation and NEPA documentation on the construction of deferred interchanges following the Tier 2 ROD will depend on the ultimate timing of the construction, and the status of any changes in the environmental setting from the previous studies.  The decision will be made by INDOT and FHWA when construction timing is defined.


Q:
Will potential impacts to the wetlands and streams near Veal Creek at the South Daviess interchange be part of the Tier 2 DEIS?


A:
We are mitigating for the impacts of both potentially deferred interchanges.  They may not be incorporated into the permit, but they are incorporated in the mitigation planning.


C:
I wouldn’t include them in the initial permits because the permit would expire before construction begins. (IDEM) 


Q:
Will there be Tier 3 studies? (USEPA)


A:
What’s occurring in Section 1 right now is several reevaluations are being done as we get into the detailed design. There are adjustments that are being made that could affect the permits, we’ve had conversations with IDEM and the USACE and we’re doing documentation.  I’m not sure if we have circulated that reevaluation in Section 1at this point, but it covers the first two construction packages and all of the agencies that received Records of Decision (ROD) will receive copies of that reevaluation.

Q:
Before 5 years from now? (USEPA)


A:
No, much later than that.  Probably similar to Section 1 we will do a reevaluation of the Tier 2 EIS as we identify a year of construction, to bring the environmental documentation up to date with the resource base in place at the time.

Q:
Will it go out for agency review? (USEPA)

A:
Reevaluations will be provided to those agencies who received a ROD.  If there are major changes in the environmental context of those areas it could be more than a reevaluation. Section 2 has received substantial comment already about going ahead and constructing the North Pike interchange immediately, instead of deferring it.  That’s a decision that will have to be discussed by INDOT and FHWA between the draft and the final.  It’s an ongoing discussion.

Section 3 Presentation





Dave Pluckebaum, Project Manager


· Section 3 of the approved corridor is 26 miles long.


· Section 3 begins north of the US 50 Interchange east of Washington and it continues northward to US 231 northwest of Crane NSWC. 


· Interchanges at SR 58 and US 231


· Tasks:  


· Environmental studies and analysis

· Preliminary alignments and design

· Interchange locations and configurations


· Recently Completed Tasks:  

· Published DEIS with a preferred alignment recommended

· Accepting comments until June 8, 2009

· Held Public Hearing on March 26, 2009

· Tasks ahead:  


· Continue Public Involvement

· Address comments on DEIS

· Final Engineer’s Report


· Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)


· ROD from FHWA


· Public Involvement

· Input of CAC and Public is crucial to identifying local access needs during development of alternatives

· Critical routes for emergency responders, farm operations, schools, businesses, etc.

· Interchange configuration – US 231

· Overpass locations – Daviess CR 350 N, CR 750 N, CR 800 N, CR 900 N, CR 1400 N and others

· Access road / road relocations to maintain access to farmland, residences, work, etc.

· Draft EIS Alternatives

· Segment Alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIS:

· Subsection A – 3A-1 Modified & 3A-3

· Subsection B – 3B-2 Modified, 3B-3 & 3B-4


· Subsection C – 3C-3


· Subsection D – 3D-2 & 3D-3


· Subsection E – 3E-1


· Segment alternatives combined to form four “end-to-end” build alternatives:

· Alternative 1 – 3A-3 + 3B-2 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $322.0 - $399.1 million

· Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative recommended


· Alternative 2 – 3A-3 + 3B-3 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $341.0 – 430.1 million

· Alternative 3 – 3A-1 M + 3B-4 + 3C-3 + 3D-3 + 3E-1 = $331.7 - $416.3 million

· Alternative 4 – 3A-1 M + 3B-2 M + 3C-3 +3D-2 + 3E-1 = $329.8 – 406.4 million

· Preferred Alternative 1 

· 3A-3 recommended because: 

· Costs $7 million less

· No diagonal farmland splits

· Has a straight alignment

· Shorter bridge at CR 100 N

· Requires less fill over the CSX RR

· Required less right-of-way

· 3B-2 Mod. recommended because:

· Has least impact on the Daviess CR 500/550N neighborhood

· Less stream impacts


· Less forest impacts


· Cost $29 mil. less than 3B-3 and $8 mil. less than 3B-4


· Shortest alignment


· 3C-3 recommended because:

· No wetland impacts

· Oil wells, hazardous material sites, commercial employers and sensitive environmental areas avoided


· Reduces farm impacts by reducing farm field splits and eliminating diagonal field splits


· 3D-3 recommended because:

· Requires fewer residential relocations


· Less wetland impacts


· Less farmland and less diagonal farm splits


· Less floodplain impacts


· Impacts less right-of-way


· Less ephemeral stream impacts 


· 3E-1 recommended because:

· Reduces impacts to Doans Creek


· Reduces impacts to forested areas


· Reduces impacts to floodplains


· Key environmental features: 


· 2 wildlife crossings proposed – First Creek and Doans Creek

· Least amount of farmland  impacts

· Least amount of wetland impacts


· Least amount to right-of-way impacts


· Least costly


· Access options

· Daviess CR 350 N

· CR 750 N


· CR 1400 N


· US 231 Interchange


· Summary of comments

· Public Hearing attendance – 149

· Verbal comments at Hearing – 18


· Written comments at Hearing – 12


· Written comments since Hearing – 2


· Comments through website - 2


· Three principal themes:

· General opposition to the project


· General support of the project


· Impacts for farm operations and access options

· No Agency comments to date


· Next Steps:

· DEIS public comment period ends June 8, 2009


· Address comments on Section 106 (historic) findings of adverse affect


· Comment period extended to May 8, 2009


· EIS revised to:


· Incorporate and address substantive comments


· Include any new data / changes since publication of DEIS


· Final EIS published


· Record of Decision


· Proposed Schedule:


· FEIS published – Fall 2009


· ROD issued – Late 2009


· Final Design – 2009 -2013


· ROW Acquisition – 2010 – 2014


· Construction – 2011 – 2015 


Q:
At CR 750 N, Option 1 is documented, so is that the preferred one? Other options 2 and 3 

will not be documented in the DEIS at this point? (USEPA)  

A: 
All three options are presented in the DEIS.  Option 1 is used for impact calculations, because its impacts are the greatest. 


Q:
What’s the nature of the Tier 2 Section 106 process at this time?  (IDEM)  


A: 
We have one property that is at CR 800 N which has an adverse visual effect.  All the 


alternatives considered have this same adverse visual effect


Q:
Should I comment on the Rest Area as it is proposed, or wait? (IDEM)

A:
We have not gotten significant feedback on the Rest Area, probably because it does not provide public access to I-69.  It is currently shown in the DEIS at CR 1100 N.  Whether to build it initially or later will be determined in the FEIS.



Q:
If you do defer the Rest Area would you handle it the same way as the other interchanges 


where you acquire the right-of-way with the design and do the evaluation at the time  you 

get closer to construction?(USEPA)

A:
That is what we anticipate.  However, this is different than other access issues partially because it is not in the vicinity of local communities, as are the two interchanges in Section 2.  We are not dealing with development pressures in the vicinity of the Rest Area.  It’s anticipated it will be handled the same as the interchanges (design the facility and purchase the right-of-way, but defer construction).  That will be decided by INDOT and FHWA. 

Q:
I have a comment on the rest area – there are a couple different scenarios there and I recommend designing it to avoid stream relocations.  Is the rest area footprint set in stone or is it subject to change? Should I just go on record regarding the rest area as it now is shown? (IDEM)


A:
That is what we suggest. Comment on it as it’s written.


Q:
We hear a lot on the Amish – could you please elaborate a little bit more about all the 


efforts you’ve made to conduct outreach to that community? (BLA)


A:
There is a large Amish community in Daviess County.  I would describe it as being a 


little bit different from what you see on TV – the pristine communities in Pennsylvania or 

even Northeast Indiana. Their real considerations are access - virtually every cross road 


they use is provided an overpass.  We have met with them at a local business and 



individually.



Q:
Do you have any representatives from the Amish on the CAC? (USEPA)

A:
We have two Amish persons on it.  In fact, the person that recommended the overpass at 900 N is an Amish businessman that lives in Epsom.  It was interesting that when we presented the options of road closings in that area he actually came to me and said, “You know what?  I’d rather have CR 900 road closed because down at CR 750N there’s Amish on both sides and I hate to see it harder for them to get to church.”  That’s kind of the way they think.  I don’t know if we’re just going to follow that thought, but it has been interesting working with them.

Section 4 Presentation 





     Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager


· Status Update

· Environmental / EIS

· Efforts on Preliminary Draft EIS

· Cultural

· Final Historic Effects Report

· Karst: 

· Additional Field Investigations based on request from USEPA 

· Engineering

· Incorporation of Cost Savings Measures 


Q:
When will additional Karst work be completed in Section 4?  (USEPA)  

A: 
Probably sometime this summer.  We have a session this afternoon and will talk more specifically about how we’re going to handle documentation and release of that information.

Sections 5 & 6 Presentation




     Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager 

· Status Update

· Public Outreach

· Staffing in Project Office

· Coordination with local Officials


· Meetings with:


· Utility Companies


· Developers


· Project Office Visitors


Q:
Do you have any idea when the agencies will be receiving the next round of preliminary 


Karst information?  (USEPA)  

A: 
We expect that we will have the DEIS late 2009.  That will be the next contact point for Section 4 with the agencies.  It depends on if we try to have a meeting in advance, when we actually nail down exactly when that document’s going to be released whether that is late this year or early next year. We hope to have the EIS ready late this year to release.  It will be up to Jason DuPont (BLA/PMC) to decide the anticipated release of anything related to the Karst studies.

Q:
Is the funding issue related to the delayed time period for Sections 5 and 6 have to do with money to finish the process on the design work or strictly money for capital construction? (USEPA)

A:
It is strictly construction funding.

Q:
Are you engaged in any process to try to minimize the risk of development pressures to secure the corridor to Indianapolis, or control mineral rights development? (USEPA)

A:
At this point INDOT has not taken a position of advanced acquisition.  We have repeatedly provided information to INDOT about different developers that are moving forward with development.  I know there has been an ongoing discussion over the past five years regarding the intersection of SR 37 and Southport Road where there is a large undeveloped property on one of those corners. 



About three years ago we saw many new developments up and down that corridor.  We had some development at Southport Road, CR 44 and residential development.  But the current economic situation has really stopped any future development along the 37 corridor.  We keep in contact with the INDOT Seymour District on right-of-way and commercial permits and those have both stopped along 37 as well.  I think it is a temporary condition.   For the last 12 -18 months we have seen new neighborhoods and new commercial developments that were once planned four years ago have been placed on hold.  There have not been new activities or transfers of ownership between potential developers.  We believe that’s a short-term condition.

Q:
In this soft economy have you sought offers or opportunities to be pro-active and acquire some properties to avoid having to acquire them when they’ve been built around?  (USEPA)

A:
We look at these properties on a case-by-case basis.  Every property does get discussed at a high-level at INDOT.  Our early acquisition policy does require that there be imminent development or threat of imminent development, so we really do not intend to have a plan of going out and protective buying a general area in Marion County or Johnson County.   We will deal with those as we go.


Hardship purchases are different.  Last summer, Martinsville was hit pretty hard by floods, particularly along SR 37.  INDOT has proceeded with the purchase of a number of flooded properties.  I think we have already purchased 23, and there are an additional 25 in the acquisition process.  These were homes that were flooded to the point of no longer being habitable.  Because they were in the footprint of all alternatives that Sections 5 and 6 have been considering, those parcels have actually been acquired.  Demolition on the first group is going to occur this year in late summer /early fall. The other group is still in the acquisition process.

C:
Work for the Community Planning Program (the preparations and comprehensive plans in Monroe County and Johnson County) is coming online now, so from a local perspective (longer term), they’re addressing some of the right-of-way issues and how that is going to fit in their overall approach to land use planning.



Those projects that requested the funding through Community Planning Grant programs are all either underway or (in a few places) pretty much complete.  Those that are in the urbanized areas are definitely a part of their ongoing efforts and their Comprehensive Plan updates or corridor plans that they are developing. 


Q:
From a construction standpoint in Section 4, with last year’s gas price increase is it cheaper to fill valleys and place culverts or span them?  (IDEM)

A:
We’re not quite at that point yet.  I think we’ve always been leaning toward spanning some of these drains because they’re so narrow and deep in some places that the cost of earth work moving and fill is very high.  In the Black Ankle Creek area we’ve always looked at providing an extended bridge across the floodplain and wetland area.  I think what we’re looking at that as a cost reduction step because otherwise there’s so much earth work.


When reviewing the costs for Section 4, the structure costs for Section 4 exceed the structure costs in Sections 1-3 combined.  They have a substantial number of fills. There are two cases where the fills are 120 – 150 feet tall and you are going across valleys so the bridges get really long.  Even if the only thing you are spanning is the creek and the county road that’s running along the creek, the bridges are six- to eight-hundred feet long.  At Black Ankle Creek there has been a specific effort to extend the bridge to avoid impacts in that valley.

Section 1 Design & Construction


           Tom Seeman, INDOT Project Manager

· Section 1 Packages  

· 1 – I-64 to SR 68

· 2 – Pigeon Creek Bridges

· 3 – SR 68 to Pigeon Creek

· 4 – Pigeon Creek to SR 168

· 5 – SR 168 to SR 64

· Package 1 – Under Construction

· Initiated July 2008

· Design / Build

· Mitigation Site

· Schedule – Open to traffic Late 2009

· Package 2 – Soon to be Constructed

· Let in April 2009

· Mitigation Site

· Part of Package 1

· 160 acres +

· Constructed wetlands

· Stream restoration

· Forest planting

· Additional Mitigation Sites in Sections 2 & 3

· Several additional mitigation sites have been identified and are being pursued

· 3 sites in Section 2 were let for construction in March 2009 – 335 acres

· 1 site in Section 3 will be let for construction in May 2009 – 321 acres

· INDOT is continuing land acquisition for future mitigation site construction and forest preservation  

Q:
You sent out a preliminary mitigation-type document for the agencies to review and comment on in advance, will you be doing that in this instance?   (USEPA)  

A:
Yes.  In Section 1 we provided a copy of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan as well as our responses to comments.  We will do the same thing this time and provide those to each of the agencies in advance of release of the Final EIS (FEIS).

Q:
The next step in Sections 2 & 3 would be to have a meeting on the preferred alternative and mitigation.  Will you be doing that? Will a meeting be held?   (USEPA)

A:
We did not do that with Section 1. We offered the opportunity that if you wanted to make comments you could, but we were not soliciting comments and going to do a formal meeting, since the DEIS already selected a preferred alternative.


All of Section 3’s mitigation and a portion of Section 2’s mitigation requirements will be fulfilled by the UMB (Umbrella Mitigation Bank) for Sections 2 and 3.  Additional sites will be required to mitigate for the additional impacts in Section 2 which were identified in Section 2’s Revised DEIS. Conceptual Mitigation Plans will be completed and provided to the review agencies prior to the release of the FEIS’s.  The mitigation plans included within the UMB will not be Conceptual as they are the final mitigation plans for building the mitigation sites.  All of the IRT (Interagency Review Team) members have been given the opportunity to comment on the plans included within the UMB for Sections 2 and 3. 

Q:
Section 2 or 3?  (USEPA)

A:
A combination of both Sections 2 and 3 are addressed by the UMB.  


Q:
So we won’t get Conceptual Mitigation Plans for Section 2for review before the Final EIS’s?  (USEPA)

A:
You will get additional information on the mitigation sites not included in the UMB for Section 2, but there will not be additional design information on the sites included in the UMB as those designs have been finalized through coordination with the IRT.  

Introduction to Afternoon Session


    

      Tom Cervone, Ph.D., PMC 


Permitting and Mitigation






Jeremy Kieffner, PMC

· Permitting in Section 1


· USACE 404 Permit  

· Received on March 24, 2008

· Expires December 15, 2009


· Extension request will be submitted October/November 2009


· IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification

· Received on October 26, 2007


· Expires October 26, 2009


· Extension requested and granted to expiration date of USACE 404 Permit  

· Permitting for Sections 2 and 3


· The USACE Section 404 Permit and the IDEM 401 Water Quality Certification Applications for both Sections 2 and 3 are anticipated in late 2009 / early 2010.

· The USACE Section 404 Permits and the IDEM 401 Water Quality Certifications for Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be completed following the Record of Decision (ROD) for each section.

· Mitigation for Section 1


· Mitigation Site Construction was completed in 2008 


· All water resource mitigation requirements for Section 1 are completed


· 5 acres of wetland development

· 2 acres of forested wetland development

· 3 acres of emergent wetland development

· 0.3 acre of open water development

·  97.6 acres of riparian / bottomland / upland forest development

· 11,970 linear feet of ephemeral stream channel development

· 30.4 acres of existing forested wetland preservation 


· 6,300 linear feet of legal drain easement herbaceous plantings

· Proposed Mitigation for Sections 2 and 3

· Umbrella Mitigation Bank (UMB)

· Interagency Review Team (IRT) meeting held on April 9, 2009

· Discussion of “Draft” UMB instrument


· No objections from IRT were received


· Currently revising UMB instrument to Final Stage for signatures


· Deed restriction language being revised 

· Section 2 mitigation sites within UMB

· Only a portion of the mitigation requirement for Section 2 impacts are currently included in the UMB


· 33% of the wetland mitigation requirement


· 23% of the stream mitigation requirement


· 47% of the non-wetland (upland) forest mitigation requirement


· All of the mitigation requirements for Section 3 impacts are currently included in the UMB 

· Additional mitigation to fulfill Section 2 mitigation requirements


· Additional mitigation sites that are currently not included in the UMB may be added to the UMB or will be submitted as part of the permit applications as Permittee Responsible Mitigation Sites.


· Mitigation efforts for Sections 4, 5 and 6 will be completed either as a separate UMB, or as part of the permit applications in the future, or a combination of these as is currently being completed in Section 2.

Q:
There was some discussion on specific mitigation measures for box turtles.  Can you 


give us an update? (IDNR F&W)  

A: 
There was a meeting a month or so ago with IDNR, INDOT, Jason DuPont and Tom Cervone, and we talked about public comments.  At that meeting, people discussed the rationale for attention to the eastern box turtle and also the ornate box turtle.  The ornate box turtle’s core habitat is in the Plainsville Sand Dune Region (which we skirt to the east).  We’re considering the eastern, as well as the ornate box turtles, in our additional coordination. One suggestion is that we revisit the Endangered Species Awareness Training Video, which presently addresses federally listed species.  We could add discussion of the eastern box turtle and the ornate box turtle at the end, describing what you do and don’t do during construction.  The Fish & Wildlife Bloomington Field Office said that would be fine.  That’s the one thing we’ve agreed to at this time.


The second thing that we talked about, but haven’t developed a formal plan, is to have one or two demonstration projects to learn more about the populations of the eastern box turtle, especially in prime habitat.  A possible area for this could be in Section 2 in the Patoka River bottoms.  Another is in Section 4 in the Koleen area.  We have notes on past field surveys that box turtles are in those areas and we noticed a number of them, especially in Greene County.  We have considered this, but INDOT hasn’t determined how it would be implemented.


Further discussions are needed with IDNR to define - What would the demonstration projects be?  Where would they be?   The main commitment that came out of the previous meeting is that we are going to continue to work with DNR and address its concerns on the box turtle. 


Q:
(Concerning completion of a UMB for Sections 4, 5 and 6) If you go that route, it would 


need to be two separate UMBs because it’s in two separate watersheds.  (IDEM)


A:
We will review and coordinate this prior to completion of any UMB efforts in these 


Sections.



Q:
Section 1’s mitigation site work, was that done by a specialty contractor?  (USEPA)

A:
The excavation and grading work was done by an earthwork sub-contractor, but the planting was done by Earth Images, an environmentally-sensitive landscaping firm.   The contract specified the type of planting methods to be used.  Machine planting methods were used to assure proper planting of the bare root trees.  Hand planting trees requires more control to assure proper compaction for stability during flood events.  



The Section 1 mitigation site has been under water multiple times and most of the trees are still there. They are surviving the high water at this point in time.



Q:
Will we get a chance to see the Construction Training Video about the species?  (USEPA)



A:
We don’t have it with us today, but we will provide a copy to anyone who is interested in 


reviewing the video.

Q:
What kind of work is underway for the additional mitigation you’ll need in Section 2?  (USEPA)

A:
Right now we have certain mitigation sites that are being purchased.  With the additional stream impacts we’re investigating additional mitigation for those areas.  They will be addressed.  We don’t have any specific sites identified right now for those additional stream impacts.  We have additional mitigation required in Section 2 beyond what is included in the UMB, and we are investigating additional mitigation sites right now.


Q:
Will you have them before the FEIS?  (USEPA)

A:
We will have them before the permits are submitted.  We have another six or seven properties under review in Section 2 that we’ve been working on.  We are also looking at multiple additional sites and just beginning discussions with permitting agencies relative to the additional stream impacts.  We may replace some of the others that were already identified.  We have some other sites targeted and some are secured.  We are looking at multiple approaches to satisfy mitigation requirements.  

Q:
At the time of the FEIS, will you need to do more bridging over creeks which you’re now saying are optional for bridging? (USEPA)


A:
As the design moves forward we will be looking at those streams for on-site type of minimization efforts such as bridging where feasible and cost-effective. Those will be included with the permit applications, along with opportunities for on-site mitigation in addition to the off-site compensatory mitigation sites.   

Q:
When you do the actual wetland delineations, do you have any sense whether that’s going to increase or decrease the amount of wetland impacts?  (USEPA)

A:
We believe that wetland impacts will decrease.  For Section 3, the DEIS acreages of mitigation required are already being addressed by mitigation in the UMB and we are not going to reduce that mitigation. With the approval of the IRT, we may be able to use those for other INDOT projects in that area for wetland and water resource impacts.  

Karst Update
  







    Jason DuPont, PMC  


· Overview

· Southeastern Greene County through Northern Monroe County

· Tier 2 Sections 4 and 5

· Variation of types of karst features throughout the karst areas


· Variable considerations for new alignment vs. existing SR 37 corridor

· Section 4


· Three areas of relevant karst in Section 4


· Taylor Ridge to SR54


· SR54 to Harmony Rd


· Harmony Rd to SR37


· Section 5

· Three areas of relevant karst in Section 5

· Bloomington Karst


· Bloomington North Karst


· Simpson Chapel Karst


· Tier 2 Karst Geology Evaluations

· Data acquisition for karst mapping

· Field mapping of karst features  

· Dye-tracing program

· Indiana Bat hibernacula evaluations

· Cave biota evaluations


· Agency coordination


(Comply with the Karst Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) – October 13, 1993)


· Progress of Karst Studies

· Background research, field inventory and mapping of karst features completed

· Initial dye-tracing studies to identify subsurface drainage patterns and connectivity relative to I-69 alternatives completed


· Cave biota surveys completed for features connected to I-69 alternatives


· Draft Karst Reports distributed to Karst MOU Agencies for review (July 2006)


· Agency coordination completed per Karst MOU


· Section 4 Areas of Importance

· Ashcraft Cave

· Goodes Cave


· Harp Spring Cave


· Hugentober Blowhole Cave


· Nudist Cave


· Rankin Spring


· Rock Springs Cave


· Rush To It Cave


· Tramway Road Karst


· SR 37 Interchange Area


· Section 5 Areas of Importance

· May Cave

· SR 45 / Second Street Interchange Area


· Lemon Lane Landfill (Superfund Site)


· Bennett’s Dump (Superfund Site)


· Additional Karst Evaluations Identified for Tier 2 Studies

· Section 4

· Karst / Non-karst spring water sampling


· Additional Dye Tracing


· Ashcraft Cave


· Hugentober Blowhole Cave


· Rush To It Cave


· Hobbieville


· Harp Spring Cave


· Nudist Cave


· Goodes Cave


· Tramway Road


· Section 5

· Additional dye-tracing

· May Cave


· USEPA Superfund Site coordination

· Lemon Lane Landfill


· Bennett’s Dump


· Section 4 Karst Additional Surveys Status

· Karst / non-karst spring water sampling complete


· Karst / non-karst spring water sample analysis and reporting in progress


· Two dye traces in progress


· Additional dye traces to be completed spring / summer 2009


· Section 5 Karst Additional Surveys Status


· Six dye traces have been completed


· Eight flow paths identified


· Three dye traces in progress


· Additional dye traces to be completed spring / summer 2009


· Additional USEPA Superfund Site coordination prior to DEIS  


Q:

Will the final karst reports be part of the FEISs?  (USEPA)  

A:
They will be distributed somehow in conjunction with them.  I do not know if they will be directly appended because of the sensitive nature of the material.  INDOT must decide the best way to distribute them.  We don’t want to release sensitive locations of cave features and spring features to the general public.  We may include it as a separate document and reference it for those agencies that are part of the MOU, and then if there are specific requests we can address those with specific responses.

Q:
Do you see the final karst reports coming out with the DEISs?  (USEPA)

A:
Yes, they will be issued at the same time as DEISs.

Q:
Has there been further review of potential impacts to the Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund site?  (IDEM)

A:
There is some widening (of the SR37 mainline median) in that area, although we do maintain the existing RW limit on the east side of the road, with the intent to minimize additional flow into this site.  There is some modification on all four ramps of the S.R. 46 interchange as well.

Q:
If you do widen are you going to the west side of the road to avoid Lemon Lane, will that impact Bennett’s Dump Superfund site? (IDEM)

A:
It doesn’t impact Bennett’s Dump.  We are looking at the grade separation just north of Lemon Lane more than at the mainline itself.  We don’t want to worsen the situation there.  We are looking at moving the local road north to 17th Street.  We are essentially maintaining the S.R. 37 grade that’s there today (for the profile grade of I-69). We don’t want to move any more water through the current system in order to keep the contaminant movement down.  There are other efforts to lower the water levels in that area. That is one of the primary things we want to follow up on and see what the status is.  We want to make sure that whatever we do doesn’t have any adverse impact on other efforts there.  And the same at Lemon Lane too – avoid putting any more water in the system and maintaining the drainages there today, with any additional drainage going to an alternative location.

Community Planning Grants 






  David Goffinet, PMC 

· Project Status


· 31 communities selected to participate


· 30 communities took advantage of it


· 18 contracts


· 5 communities approx. 90% complete


· Community Planning Grant Handouts

· Natural Resource Information Handout


· Project Status Handout


Q:
Please tell us how the GIS is being used and why? (PMC)

A:
Typically, when planning takes place in a community the professional firm assisting them through that process recognizes that one of the key elements is an inventory.  “What is here?”  “What do we have?”  The natural and human environment is included in the final products of these planning grants.  There will be maps with different GIS layers of everything from wetlands to historic properties.  Firms have had access to these because of the Tier 2 process.  For the very first time communities which have not previously considered things are receiving information about their areas in ways that mean a whole lot more to them.  What does it mean to them other than the fact they can say, “I live in a hilly area with a steep slope.  How does that impact water runoff, and how do our human impacts impact those?”  They are learning about the interconnectivity of nature and community. 

Q:
Do the communities have environmental maps?  (USEPA)

A:
Those that BLA has been working with now have maps they’ve never had before.  These include nearly everything from prime farmland, to karst features, to historic properties.  In the Greene County area there are karst features, sinkholes, etc.  We have provided those GIS layers and believe they are using those as a result of our planning efforts.

Q:
The participating communities that are working on coming up with a comprehensive plan or updating one, what is the time line or due date?  (USEPA)

A:
Most communities are making comprehensive plans.  There also are a few corridor studies.  Two groups have requested extensions of their timeline. The grants prescribe an 18-month study process.  Depending upon the day the agreement was signed, we have planning products that are due from September 2009 through April-May of 2010.


Q:
What about Community Planning Efforts in Sections 2 and 3? (USEPA)

A:
The majority of these projects will conclude before the FEISs are issued.  We proceed cautiously in Southwest Indiana with zoning and subdivision regulations and land use controls. We have worked very hard at differentiating between what a comprehensive plan is and where zoning is.  We want to make sure we remove the stigma of a “comprehensive plan.”  That does not mean that you are going to implement zoning.  The communities which BLA has assisted have not specifically said as a commitment, “We will move to zoning as a result of these plans.”  But, there are actually communities that are considering it that have never considered it before.  It’s taking baby steps.  Had it not been for this opportunity, it would never have been discussed in a public forum.


Q:
I was wondering how INDOT might take this information during the planning process and help inform them whether or not they might want to consider putting an interchange in a particular area and not in a resource-sensitive area?  (USEPA)

A:
The Planning Toolbox that was described is somewhat unique as we looked around the country and saw what was out there.  There is actually a planning self-assessment that communities can determine next steps.  In some cases, where communities have taken no steps, the first step is just to establish an advisory planning commission.  This guide allows them to assess where they are at.  There is a level of effort identified and appropriate planning steps to follow.  You take the first step first and then build on it.  The Planning Toolbox has been helpful for that kind of application.  While it was developed for I-69, really it’s applicable to Indiana and other states. 


Small, rural Southwest Indiana communities realize that for I-69, the initial potential for development is proximate to the interchanges.  Communities we have worked with focus on nearby interchanges, considering the features near to them.  For example, the interchange in Section 1 at SR 64 has a large wooded area on the northeast corner. There was a lot of discussion about the development where you have those types of features.  Not only is it prohibitive to development, but there have been discussions about the preservation of those types of features.  There were lengthy discussions about how services would be provided to those particular interchanges and where development should be guided.


The point of discussion usually was, “How can a community control or target development?”  The obvious answer is that land-use controls can direct those types of things.  We have always used that in a positive light.  If your desire is to manage development, then the most logical way to do it is by land use controls.  Communities have come a long way in this process – it is quite impressive.

Q:
Which communities decided not to partake in this grant? (USEPA)

A:
Only Bloomington did not.  In their response they stated that with the amount of planning efforts that they had already done, these additional moneys could be better used in other ways.

Q:
Some of these project descriptions say they seek to protect natural resources- is there a stipulation that this is required for these grants?  I ask because I’ve never seen a planning/zoning body not change its resource-protection policies where large amounts of money become involved. (IDEM)

A:
It goes back to something we said a little while ago.  A number of these communities, counties and small cities have never done any planning.  They have never done a comprehensive plan. Planning and zoning are dirty words in some of those communities.  We have used a building block approach.  The first step is to recognize the need, and that it is good for their community to start taking those steps.  They recognize and acknowledge that for the quality of life in their community it is best for them to protect resources.  But it takes steps to get to the point to recognize that quality of life is of higher value than the simple financial considerations.


If you ask most persons that live in a small community – why they prefer its lifestyle, they like small- town living.  The fact that I can go fishing at so-and-so’s place, etc.  When we get into conversation and ask, “Ok, what you’re telling me is you like the outdoors.  You like the fact you can go do these kinds of things that people in Indianapolis can’t do, right?  That’s what you love.  Are you sure it is going to be there when your kids are grown up?”  They realize that if indeed you grow as a result of this interstate, that you must plan to grow in such a way to maintain the quality of life that you have bragged about and defended as a small town resident all your life.  That is the direction we have been going.  We try to tie the two together.  We point out that it is by happenstance you’ve got these things, you haven’t grown much, you haven't tainted too much.  As growth increases in the future, you may not maintain your lifestyle just by happenstance.  You have got to control that.   We are getting there and that is the direction we have gone.


We are in the process of trying to change their worldview from one of “I want to protect my personal property rights” to one of “I want to protect my quality of life.”  Some have never thought about that, never conceived that land use controls protect their quality of life.  It is not trying to impose upon property owners something like, “You can’t do that.”  We are shifting their thinking to the fact that the reason they want to live there is because of the quality of life.


C:
When I read land use plans which BLA has prepared, it helped educate me about the county and what is in the county.  And it also helped educate me on the value of different land uses.  It opened up the door to ask, “Why is it important to learn ramifications about development and other things, wetlands and streams and so forth?”  Before, I didn’t have this resource inventory; I wouldn’t have understood their value and wouldn’t have gotten into further discussion.  I never went that far before because I didn’t have the education.  That is what I’ve learned by reading comprehensive plans.  It helped me understand more about where I live, its value, and the ramifications of development in certain areas. (BLA/PMC)

A:
It has been an education process for the communities.  I have talked to several mayors and they say they’ve learned as much about where they live, their county and their city, as they have in all the years they have been in office.  It is eye-opening for them and gets them to think about things in a different way.

Meeting Conclusion/Closing Remarks 


Kent Ahrenholtz, Project Manager

At Conclusion of Meeting:  Those interested are invited to stay and watch a 40 minute Documentary (provided by the USEPA) on Indiana Caves.


Q:
Will the FEIS in Sections 2 and 3 have Appendices with a running tally of impacts?  (USEPA)

A:

Yes, it will.


Q:

When will resource agencies and EPA receive the first, annual mitigation overall permit 


tracking summary report?  (USEPA)

A:
The reporting on all the mitigation sites will probably be distributed at the end of 2009 with the first annual mitigation monitoring report for the Section 1 mitigation site.  That tracking is triggered by the monitoring of those sites, which follows construction.

Details discussed in this meeting are subject to change, but are a reflection of how things stood at the close of the meeting.  These meeting minutes represent my understanding of the events that occurred. Jennie Jackson/PMC
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN IW'LY R.EF!It TO: 

MBSP/MBPO 

Cinda Bonds, M.S. 

FISH AND WILDUFE SERVICE 
Bishop Henry Whipple Federal Building 

1 Federal Drive 
Fort Snelling, MN 55111-4056 

June 4, 2009 

Wildlife Biologist and GIS Analyst 
Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville; IN 47715 

RECEIVED 

JUN 0 8 2009 

BlA - EVANSVILLE 

Re: Revised Biological Opinion on I-69 Project for Impacts to Bald Eagles 

Dear Section 7 Permittee: 

The Bald Eagle is no longer a listed species under the Endangered Species Act. 

Accordingly, a consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of 

the Endangered Species Act is no longer required for activities that will take or 

incidentally take eagles. However, although the Bald Eagle has been delisted, it is still 

protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940. (Eagle Act) The 

Eagle Act is administered through the Migratory Bird Program of the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife, and authorization for an activity that would take an eagle (as "take" is defined 

under the Eagle Act) will now be administered through a permitting process implemented 

by the Division of Migratory Birds of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In accordance with the de listing of the Bald Eagle, and the implementation of a 

permitting program, on June 5, 2007, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published a 

definition of the term "disturb" as referenced in the Eagle Act. (72 FR 31132, a copy of 

the rule is attached hereto.) Under the Eagle Act, disturbance of eagles is defined as 

"take." 

If the take of bald eagles under your section 7 Incidental Take Statement has not yet 

occurred, and if it will also constitute take under the Eagle Act, you must obtain a permit 

issued by the Midwest Region Migratory Bird Permit Office pursuant ~~te.£...1 ulations 
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_ _j_r;_]·-cc;c'{- If(_ 
__ PROJr .. cr r~UMBER 

(
. f' " Cl • (2 ·· u_'Ut .''' .' 
n~~ ---.- ~t\J. 

afVANSVfl.LB\ tNflt 4 "'A IV\f ... • ••••• - • .. 



published at 50 CFR 22.28. You must apply for a permit from the Midwest Region 

Migratory Bird Permit Office by June 19, 2009 in order to avoid liability. To apply for a 

permit, simply sign and return the attached certification stating that you are compliant 

with the terms of your Section 7 Incidental Take Statement. 

The terms and conditions of the permit issued by the Migratory Bird Program will reflect 

those of the initial section 7 Incidental Take Statement, except that, if any of the 

conditions listed below apply, your terms and conditions may need to be reevaluated. 

• portion of the previously authorized take has already occurred. (in which case 

authorized take will likely be reduced). 

• The amount or extent of the take authorized under the take statement has been or 

will be exceeded, even though the terms and conditions of the take statement have 

been complied with. 

• New information reveals that the activity will result in greater or lesser impacts 

than was anticipated at the time the take statement was issued. 

• The activity covered by the take statement will be modified in a manner that will 

result in greater or lesser impacts than those covered by the take statement. 

• You request a reevaluation to determine whether the conservation measures 

required under the take statement are necessary to satisfy the Eagle Act standard 

of compatibility with the preservation of the eagle. 

If your agency is still in compliance with the terms and conditions of the Incidental Take 

Statement contained within the Revised Biological Opinion issued on August 24, 2006, 

please sign the attached certification. Once the Midwest Region Migratory Bird Permit 

Office receives the signed certification, you will receive an expedited permit from this 

office in accordance with 50 CFR 22.28. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions or concerns. 

~;:)/Uil--;1~ 
Andrea J. Kirk 
Migratory Bird Permit Program Manager 
andrea_ kirk@furs.gov 



CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE 

THIS STATEMENT IS PROVIDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF CERTIFYING that 
the PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF 
ALTERNATIVE 3C OF INTERSTATE 69 (1-69) FROM EVANSVILLE TO 
INDIANAPOLIS is in full compliance with the terms, conditions and conservation 
measures of the incidental take statement contained within the Revised Biological 
Opinion Issued On August 24, 2006, according to Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act. (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) This compliance includes adherence to and incorporation of 
measures into the proposed activity and/or project design upon which the Incidental Take 
Statement was based with regard to impacts to Bald Eagles. 

Signature _______ __ _ Title ______ _ _ 

Print Name Date ------- ----- ------ --
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From: DuPont, Jason
To: "Andrea_Kirk@fws.gov"
Cc: "Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov"; Jackson, Jennie; Cervone, Tom; Gillette, Kia; Sias, Jaime
Subject: I-69 MBTA Coordination
Date: Thursday, January 07, 2010 3:40:45 PM
Attachments: Bald Eagle Permit I-69 062509.pdf

Andrea,
 
Coordination has been completed on I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana regarding bald eagle
permitting, including receiving an eagle permit (attached) based on our previous ITS for the
project.  Can you confirm if any additional coordination is necessary for this project under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act?  We had previously made a note regarding follow-up coordination on
the project, and I am wanting to resolve what else may be needed.
 
Thanks in advance for your assistance on this matter.
 
Jason
 
Jason A. DuPont, P.E.
Chief of Environmental Services
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates
6200 Vogel Road
Evansville, IN  47715
Ph. 812-479-6200
Ph. 800-423-7411
Fax 812-479-6262
jdupont@blainc.com
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I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis  

Tier 2 Studies 
 

 
Conversation Log 

 
Date: January 19, 2010 
Time: 8:30 am CST 
 
To:  Dan Ernst  Organization:  IDNR, Division of Forestry 
From:  Matt Riehle  Organization:  BLA 
 
Subject: Emerald Ash Borer concerns during I-69 tree clearing. 
 
BLA contacted the IDNR via phone to discuss measures required during I-69 tree clearing to prevent the spread 
of the Emerald Ash Borer.  Mr. Ernst confirmed that compliance with the requirements of 312 IAC 18-3-18 
(Control of the emerald ash borer) would constitute sufficient measures for the transporting and handling of 
woody material cleared in preparation for the construction of I-69.   
 
 



                              I-69 EVANSVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 
 

 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

Section 4 Coordination Meeting 
February 23, 2010  

 
Attendees Organization 

Robin McWilliams United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Tom Cervone BLA 
 
Tom Cervone met with Robin McWilliams at the USFWS Office in Bloomington at 2:30 p.m. on 
February 23, 2010.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss and confirm bat misting sites in Sections 2 
and 3 and to discuss the application of Anabat.  Tom also provided USFWS with an update on Section 4 
mitigation properties. The following summarizes the meeting. 
 
Bat Mist Netting in Sections 2 and 3 

 Proposed Mist Netting Sites in Section 2 – Section 2 was discussed and USFWS recommended 
10 bat mist-netting sites.  They are: 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 12B, 22, 29 and 30. 

 Proposed Mist Netting Sites in Section 3 – Section 3 was discussed and USFWS recommended 8 
bat mist-netting sites.  They are: 11, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 21 and 22.    We replaced #17 (SR57 
Bridge) with #19 (First Creek). 

 
Anabat 

 Anabat - USFWS encourages the use of Anabat, if it is available, but agrees that it is not required 
in Pre-Construction and Post-Construction bat mist netting.   If used, recordings would be 
provided to USFWS. 

 
Section 4 Update 

 
We also discussed forest acres in Section 4 and that we had lost approximately 250 acres with the removal 
of the 56 acre parcel of Barry Elkins that was located east of SR37, 90 acres from Skip VanCell who sold 
his property, ca. 100 acres of agricultural land from Jack Price who changed his mind, and approximately 
30 acres from Jack’s mother’s property who had concerns. 
 
To make-up for such losses, we are developing a 3rd Mitigation Package that includes properties of Phillip 
Randall ( Cave –  cave) of about 7 acres or so, Wrigley Property (about 31 acres with 
many sinkholes north of Tramway and west of Barry Elkins), Bloomfield State Bank (10 acres with 
Doan’s Creek) near the Westgate @ Crane Technology Park, Ed Walker (about 110 acres) near the 
Westgate @ Crane Technology Park, and Jerry Walker (approximately 118 acres) near and south of the 
Westgate @ Crane Technology Park.  Information on these parcels will be submitted for review to 
INDOT, FHWA and USFWS.  The Walker properties and Bloomfield Bank property were in discussion 
when the 2nd package of mitigation properties was being reviewed by INDOT, FHWA and USFWS, while 
further coordination with the  Cave property owner was recommended by USFWS and the 
Wrigley Property was directed to us by the Section 4 Office.  
 
We also discussed the value maybe of having the number of forest acres needed in Section 4 be very close 
to what is needed or maybe less and if less, possibly using such forest acres within the maternity colonies 
of Sections 5 and 6.   In addition and please keep in mind in Section 4 that we may have opportunities for 
mitigation in landlocked parcels too. 
 

Closing   
The meeting closed at approximately 4:00 p.m.    
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United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Mr. Robert F. Tally, Jr., P.E. 
Division Administrator 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273 

April 12, 2011 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 North PeiU1sylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Dear Mr. Tally: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has reviewed the Federal Highway Administration's 
(FHW A) April 11, 2011 request for reinitiation of consultation for the Evansville to [ndianapolis 
1-69 project (Tier 1) for the Indiana bat (Myotis soda/is). As provided in 50 CFR §402.16, 
reinitiation of formal eonsultation is required where diseretionary Federal agency involvement or 
eontrol over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and if: (1) the amount or extent 
of ineidental take is exeeeded; (2) new information reveals effects ofthe agency aetion that may 
affect listed species or critieal habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion; 
(3) the agency action (e.g., highway construction and associated development) are subsequently 
modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered 
in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by 
the action. In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations 
causing such take must cease pending reinitiation. 

Pursuant to information provided in your Tier 2 Biological Assessment (BA) for Section 4 of the 
I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville highway extension project and new information regarding the 
disease White Nose Syndrome (WNS), the U ,S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Bloomington, 
lndiam. Field Office will reevaluate and amend the Tier 1 Revised Programmatic Biological 
Opinion (RPBO) dated August 24, 2006. The decision to amend the current Tier 1 opinion is 
primarily based on the discovery ofWNS within the State of Indiana, which is part of the 
Midwest Recovery Unit and the discovery of a new Indiana bat maternity colony within the right 
of way of Section 4 of the project which stretches from just east of the existing US 231 
intersection with SR 45/SR 58 in Greene County to SR 37 near Victor Pike in Momoe County. 
Other new information that will be evaluated in this amendment includes minor forest impacts 
within the Ray's Cave Winter Action Area swarming habitat (which is critical habitat for the 



Indiana bat); these minor impacts are expected to be insignificant. No additional project impacts 
to the surrounding habitat are proposed and most forest impacts have been reduced since the Tier 
1 evaluation. 

In light of the new species information, the FWS is reinitiating fonnal Section 7 consultation in 
order to reevaluate ihe cun-ent impacts to U1e species and update the 2006 Revised Tier I 
BiologicaJ Opinion (BO) and Incidental Take Statement (ITS). This reinitiation pertains only to 
the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and our fomJer opinion regarding tbe fanshell mussel 
(Cyprogenia stegaria) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) remains unchanged. 

We look forwatd to continued cooperation with your agency to conserve our Nation's threatened 
and endangered species. lfyou have any questions, please contact Robin McWilliams Munson 
of my staff at 812-334-4261 x. 207. 

I 

Scott E. Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 

Cc: Tom Cervone, BLA Inc., 6200 Vogel Road, Evansville, fN 47715 



~ECENEO 

S~r - l 2011 

United States Department of the h1terior BlA- EVI\NSV!Lt E 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
liJO Sou11\ Wnlk~r Street 

Bloominglon. l~ 47403·2UI 
Phone: \g l2)JJ'I-426l l'ax. c8l! J 334-4273 

Aug\tst 29. 20 II 

Dr. Tom C.-rvone 
F\emardln, Loehmucllc.r, & Associates, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville. Indiana 47715-4006 

Dear u1fr!:e. -

SCA.NNI!O · ro EL'EC'fRONIC FILE 
/(3 C('Y' (- I fL. 

, PROJ,CJ NUMBE.ll. J 
( ct C'(-t{ 9 t 
fiATS IN1'llllL 

~N~UIAIYAtOl.t& ILWI'IOII 

Tbis letter is a tbllow-up to your recent email dated Attgust I 2011 \!Ulc.f il Sl!bsequc:nt di~cussion 
htdd at the Bloomington, Indiana Field Oftlc.c) re.garding the pwposed sch~dule and llj:)c.oming 
activities related to Section 5 of the l-69 highway projec-t (Bloommgton, 1N to :YiartinsviHe, 1N I· 
J'he primary topics of conce.rn were the: Indiaou bat mist-netting surveys for Section 5 and the 
potential milig.Ution strate.g.ies fO-r Section 5. lt is anticipated that the Tier 2 NEPA process for 
Section 5 \viiJ begin in the ncar future, with the potential for l.'tlostructjon oft hal portion or the 
mrerstate to begin in late 2013 and/or early 2014. 

There haYf' been on-going discu~sions regarding the need to update the original 2004 Jndiana bat 
:;urvey~ fur Sec1ion 5tand futur~.t sections) ohhc 1-69 pro_1ect. Twenty-four ~ites were originally 
surwycd, with a hand-full looked at again in 2005, As recently discussed~~ Ollr o!lice (an~lln 
several other discussions this past year) the U.S, Fish aoJ Wil.;Jllfc l)crvkc believes it is ln the 
best interest of the spt:des and lhe pr(\jecllor these original sites to be resurveyed prior to any 
tree-clearing activities. Based on the age of the data we !eel it is necessary to update the species 
infonnulion for Section 5 (and el;'entuall)· Secti~n 6) before proceeding with project construction. 
This new infonnation will be used to detcnninc ifthe anticipated Tier 2 levels of take 'IV:ill be 
consistent with those that wore estimated during the Tier I con$ultation and a I so to belp plom 
future mitigation efforts. 

In addition to rnist-nct survey discussions, some initial informali(m was dist;ussed regarding 
potentia.l focus areas for Indiana bat forest mitigation. Several areas for possible mitigation sit~s 
mclude the flryam Creek Malernity Colony arcillaloug thf' West Fork of the Whit..- River): the 
Beanblossom Bottoms 1near existing managed lands); areas near tl1e Morgan-Monroe Sla1e 
forest; and !Ill area along Stout's Creek (new tile Maple Grove Llistoric District). We agree that 
mi\ig<1t:ion properties within and ncar Indiana bat maternity C·lllonies are a lir~t priurity. Whether 
tho mitigation properties arc purchased fee-simple or pla~ed under a conservation casement, any 



.. , .. 

\ridhiduul.n orj11.\lltzation con~idedn!! owning. holdtng, or managi11g Indiana bm mlttgntion 
prnpenu:s musr do so in u nlllnner appnll'cd by Ute USFWS and constst~nt with ~on.,emnl4 .ulll 
impro1·ing fun:'' huhitut for thl· lndian11 bar. 

W.: apprcctill< the vpr"'tunil~ tt> cc.nuouc ro worl.. .:1~>"<'1~ "ilh you and yuur ,;henls on nnlt:r hl 

a1·oid. uumm11t: and mitigate 1mp3cts to the <!ntl.l11!!ercd Indiana but and t>thcr n.nurnlre'IOurccs 
1111hm the: proj«.t corridor. 
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 I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 

Tier 2 Studies  
  

Meeting Minutes    

Sections 4 and 5 USFWS Meeting  
       

  

DATE: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 

MEETING PURPOSE: Meeting to discuss I-69 Sections 4 and 5 

MEETING LOCATION: USFWS Bloomington Office 

MEETING TIME: 10:00 a.m. EDT 

MEETING 

FACILITATOR: 
Jason DuPont 

MEETING ATTENDEES: 

• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS): Robin McWilliams 

Munson 

• USFWS: Scott Pruitt 

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): Michelle Allen 

• Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT): Sandra Flum 

• INDOT: Nathan Saxe 

• Bernardin, Lochmueller, and Associates, Inc. (BLA): Jason 

DuPont  

• BLA: Rusty Yeager 

• BLA: Kia Gillette 

 

AGENDA NOTES 

WELCOME AND 

MEETING PURPOSE 

• BLA began the meeting at approximately 10:05 a.m. 

• The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Sections 4 and 5 of I-69 

and various topics relating to the USFWS. 

MIST NETTING 

PROTOCOL 

• Twenty-four (24) sites in Section 5 will be mist netted to update 

the initial surveys performed in 2004 and 2005.   

• INDOT would prefer to use the existing mist netting protocol 

rather than the new Draft protocol.  Anabat will be used at the mist 

net sites. 

• Eleven (11) sites will be mist netted in Section 4 as a part of the 

pre and during construction surveys.  During construction mist 

netting will be completed for Sections 1 – 3.  

• USFWS is comfortable with using the established protocol. 

• It is anticipated that bat survey field work for Sections 4 and 5 will 

be completed by the end of June.  ESI will focus on Section 5 and 

BLA will conduct surveys for Section 4. We anticipate starting this 

work on May 16.  

SECTION 5 SCHEDULE 

• FHWA had previously sent a Draft EIS schedule to USFWS.  The 

schedule is a Draft, but INDOT is moving quickly to meet this 

schedule and advance the project. 

• The Screening of Alternatives Report is anticipated in April, with a 
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AGENDA NOTES 

30-day review period. 

• The DEIS is anticipated in September with a 60-day review period.   

• INDOT would like to submit a Draft BA for USFWS review in 

August prior to the DEIS publication. 

• We also anticipate having a meeting to discuss the results of the 

mist net surveys after these surveys are complete but before 

submission of the mist netting report. Also, as soon as we get 

Indiana bat data, it will be sent to USFWS. 

• USFWS asked about the purpose of the aggressive schedule. 

• INDOT replied that there is a lot of pressure from the community 

to have the Section 5 construction initiated soon because of the 

traffic on SR 37.  A Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary prior 

to construction. 

• USFWS asked about funding for Section 5. 

• INDOT is looking into funding sources.  The project may be 

constructed in portions based on safety or congestion needs.  It 

may be a sequence of smaller projects.   

• FHWA added this will be different from the other Sections of I-69.  

Safety concerns may be addressed first, but there will be a goal of 

an interstate facility.  

• USFWS will be reviewing the impacts of the fully completed 

interstate.  

• USFWS asked about Section 6. 

• INDOT replied that they will likely take it step by step and 

probably will not start looking hard at Section 6 until they have a 

ROD for Section 5.  

SECTION 4 STATUS 

UPDATE 

• In Section 4, contracts have been let for Segments 1, 4, 5, and 6A.  

Earthmoving is anticipated for Segments 4, 5, and 6A this summer. 

• Segment 1 was design-build, while the remaining Segments in 

Section 4 will be design-bid-build.  This may affect when trees get 

cleared.  There is a separate tree clearing contract in place for 

Segments 4, 5 and 6A. 

• The remainder of the lettings are anticipated from July through 

October.  We need to have the plans finalized 3 to 4 months prior 

to letting for the contract packaging and advertisement.   

KARST 

COORDINATION 

• Karst meetings were held on February 21 for Segments 2, 3, and 6 

and on February 28 for Segment 7.  We are still waiting on some 

information for Segment 7 and will likely have a follow up 

meeting for it. 

• The Segment 8 karst meeting will be held on March 20 and the 

Segment 9 karst meeting will be held on April 24. 

• Previous discussions have been held regarding the Indiana 
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Geological Survey (IGS) as a 3
rd

 party reviewer.  Coordination 

with IGS indicates they are not interested in providing this review.  

• Walter Kutschke from URS is an expert in roadway design in karst 

terrain.  Garre Conner from BLA and Jason Krothe from 

Hydrogeology, Inc. are karst geology experts who are very familiar 

with the project area. Hydrogeology, Inc. conducted the Tier 2 

karst surveys. 

• USFWS indicated they were comfortable with the level of 

expertise at the karst meeting, but were looking for someone to 

represent the USFWS who could provide objective review/input.  

• USFWS asked how the karst coordination process worked and how 

karst feature treatments were determined.  

• The karst geologists identify the karst features and conduct dye 

tracing.  Geotechnical studies are conducted.  Designers and 

geologists determine what structurally needs to occur to build the 

road and what needs to be done with the water if it enters a karst 

feature.   

• FHWA added that we are trying to make it as easy to understand as 

possible for people who are not designers or karst experts.  

Information is provided in maps, tables, and design plans at the 

meetings.  

• USFWS asked if they see the final karst feature design treatments 

and they are not comfortable with something, could they take it to 

someone outside USFWS to review. 

• INDOT is comfortable with USFWS consulting with an outside 

source, but prefers that feedback come back through USFWS or 

another MOU signatory agency.  These reviews should be 

objective within the context of the karst agreement.   

• FHWA added that USFWS can complete any coordination 

necessary to conduct the review, but we will need to know as soon 

as possible if USFWS thinks there is a problem.  

SECTION 5 

MITIGATION SITE 

UPDATE 

• BLA has received positive feedback from 9 property owners who 

have been met with.  This includes approximately 730 acres.  We 

are trying to address all watershed areas.   

• There is a potential property outside the focus areas near SR 37 

and Tapp Road that could be purchased to protect it from 

development.  We are looking for some feedback on this property, 

although we do not need definite answers today. 

• Some mitigation information has been sent to USFWS, but the 

current information needs to be packaged and sent with additional 

details on the sites which may move forward.  

• One potential property has an active eagle nest on it.   
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• We are still following the same principles as other Sections for 

mitigation site screening.  We will develop a list of sites, then talk 

to USFWS about prioritizing properties.  This is anticipated in the 

next 2 months.   

LANDLOCKED 

PROPERTIES 

• Section 4 has about 1,083 acres of landlocked parcels. Of this, 

INDOT has acquired 313 acres.  The owner may choose to retain a 

landlocked parcel.  BLA will look into how many acres of this are 

forested and provide it to USFWS. 

• USFWS asked if there was the potential that owners will timber 

the property before INDOT buys it. 

• FHWA stated that the original appraisal will change if that 

happens. 

• INDOT stated that if the property owner asks if they can timber 

their property, INDOT says no. 

• FHWA called their headquarters to ask about this situation.  

Impacts should be based on what is known.  You cannnot predict 

what people will do.  It is unlikely that this is the only project 

where this situation has occurred. 

• Additional mitigation is planned for some of the landlocked 

properties, along Mitchell Branch and near the Little Clifty 

Colony.  Some parcels to the south are also being evaluated as 

mitigation. 

ANNUAL REPORT 

• The Annual Report was submitted to USFWS in early February.   

• USFWS has looked through it, but does not have any questions at 

this time. 

SECTION 4 

MITIGATION 

• Some contracts have already been let for Section 4 mitigation site 

construction.  These include wetlands, streams, and the  Cave 

remediation.  A pre-bid meeting was held for the  Cave 

contract. 

• USFWS asked about the Cave contract.  Is the next step for 

the contractor to explain how they would do the work? 

• BLA replied, yes, we will review it and will come to USFWS will 

it.  There were 2 bids on the project.  There were a few questions at 

the pre-bid meeting about breaking up the rocks.  It was explained 

that the goal is to get the rocks out of the way.  The work will 

happen this summer after May 15 and there will be a spring 

planting.   

• Additional lettings are anticipated this summer. 

TES AWARENESS 

TRAINING 

• FHWA has already sent an unsigned letter to USFWS regarding 

the TES Awareness Training and the addition of geotechnical staff 

to the training list. 

• USFWS believes this is resolved.  No harm was done to threatened 



    I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 

           Tier 2 Studies  
 

5 

 

AGENDA NOTES 

or endangered species.   

• About 2,500 plus people have watched the training video.  All 

geotechnical tree clearing was within the winter season.  Section 5 

staff will also be trained.  

• If something unexpected occurs regarding tree clearing or TES, a 

formal documentation process should be followed. 

CAVE 

GATES/FUNDING 

COMMITMENTS 

• BLA plans on installing cave signs on the property after 

the meeting. 

• Signs should be placed near the existing signs on .  

People who will see it are likely there to go to the cave.  

• There was a commitment for cave gating in the BO, INDOT has 

secured caves, but are not planning on gating them at this time. 

• USFWS will talk to Scott Johnson at IDNR.  If it appears that there 

is increased human traffic at  and , we may want to 

think about it. 

• If cave gates are installed, this could occur through USFWS or 

possibly IDNR.  It would not likely be an INDOT letting. There 

are a small number of people in the country who can design and 

install these gates to USFWS satisfaction. 

• BLA asked about other funding commitments from the BO.   

• There is a draft of an Agreement that USFWS is reviewing.  

INDOT was fine with previous language changes.  USFWS will 

check on the status of the Agreement. 
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Resource Agency Webinar 
I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 

April 20, 2012 
1:00-5:00 PM (ET) 

 

I. Attendance/Introductions 
 

Virginia Laszewski – USEPA Region 5 Tim Miller - BLA 

Robin McWilliams-Munson -USFWS Jason Randolph - IDEM 

Daniel Gautier- INDNR Judi Perez – Hoosier National Forest 

Julie Thurman – Michael baker Jr., Inc. Sam Sarvis – INDOT 

Mary Jo Hamman – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Steve Walls – INDOT 

Jim Peyton – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Sandra Flum – INDOT 

Timothy Zinn - Michael Baker Jr., Inc Tim Seeman - INDOT 

Debra White - Michael Baker Jr., Inc 
 

Al Ferlo - Perkin-Cole, LLP 
 

Steve Hinks - Michael Baker Jr., Inc 
 

Mike Grovak - BLA 

Andy Kuchta - Michael Baker Jr., Inc Kia Gillette - BLA 

Tamara Keefe - Michael Baker Jr., Inc David Isley - BLA 

Lisa Manning - Michael Baker Jr., Inc 
 

Eric Swickard - BLA 
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II. Purpose of Meeting 
 

The purpose of this meeting is to review the Preliminary Screening and Analysis 
of Alternatives Packet with Resource Agencies and provide opportunity for 
comments.  

III. Background/Updates 
 

A. Mary Jo outlined the agenda for the Environmental Resource Agency 
meeting. 
1. Status Of environmental Studies 
2. Status of Public Involvement 
3. Purpose and Need 
4. Preliminary Alignment Concepts 
5. Preliminary Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 
6. Alternative Screening Process 
7. Alternatives Carried Forward 

a) Alternatives 4 & 5, presented in 2007 
b) Minimal Impact Alternative 6 &7 
c) Typical Sections 
d) Alternative summaries 
e) Common and Decision Elements 

8. Potential Impacts 
 

B. Mary Jo explained that identifying land use and property owners for 
Section 5 has been completed. There will be additional Indiana bat 
surveys in May 2012. The wetland, streams and Karst features have been 
identified. The refining of the Alternatives is ongoing based on 
environmental studies, cost, and input from regulating agencies and the 
public. 

 

C. The Draft Environmental Impact Study Statement should be out during the 
3rd Quarter of 2012. The Public Information Meeting is being held 
Tuesday, April 24, 2012. The Final Environmental Impact Statement is 
scheduled to be available the 1st quarter of 2013. Finally, the Record of 
Decision from FHWA projected release is the 2nd quarter of 2013. 
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D. The Project Office is located in Bloomington to provide information and 
receive input from the public. There have been seven Community  
Advisory Committee meetings thus far and will have more to come. 
Government representatives, Participating Agencies and small Community 
group meetings are ongoing for coordination. There will be a Public 
hearing after the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been 
published. 

 

E. The alternative alignments in Section 5 are consistent with the overall Tier 
1 goals and the local needs identified in Tier 2.  

 

F. Currently Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are no longer being considered. 
 

G. Alternatives 4 & 5 presented in 2007 carried over for detailed study. The 
2007 alternatives included a mainline with grassy medians and generally 
follow existing SR 37 except with a few slight shifts from 37. 

a) East shift at Fullerton Pike to minimize May Cave and Karst 
features  
b) West shift between 2nd St. and Tapp Rd. due to Wapehani 
Mountain Bike Park 
c) East shift North of Arlington Rd. For Maple Grove Historic 
District 
d) West shift between Sample Rd and Chambers Pike 

 

H. Since 2007 there have been two additional design features which 
significantly lesson impacts for environment and human resources to the 
corridor. Alternatives 6 & 7 the “minimal impacts alternatives” have 
mainlines with either a median barrier (urban) or grassy median (rural). 
These alternatives generally are confined to the existing SR 37 right of 
way. 

 
I. The intent for Alternatives 4 & 5 is to extend lanes to the outside of the 

existing SR 37 with 60’ medians including shoulders with some grass. 
 

J. The intent for Alternatives 6 & 7 is to expand SR 37 lanes to the inside 
with a concrete median barrier to separate traffic. Interstate standards for 
I-69 using SR 37 require design exception captured in Alternatives 6 & 7. 
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IV. Discussion of Preliminary Alternative and Analysis screening 

Packet 
 

o Virginia with EPA Region 5 inquired if resource avoidance had been 
considered. If there had been consideration which specific resources have 
been avoided. Mary Jo explained that consideration for resources had 
been taken into consideration, specifically interchanges had been 
configured to avoid Karst features.  
 

o Jason from IDEM requested information about where the transition from 
urban to rural would occur. Mary Jo clarified that Bloomington MPO 
extends to Kinser Pike and that is generally the determinate but are still 
looking at traffic studies.  

 
 

o Virginia inquired about typical urban interface. Sandra from FHWA said 
that that the southwest quatrain at Fullerton Pike where the Monroe 
County Hospital is located would be where three lanes for urban is 
anticipated. 
 

o Virginia asked if Alternatives 4 & 5 have changed from 2007. Mary Jo said 
that they had not changed. 

 
o A discussion about superfund sites was initiated by Jason. Mary Jo 

explained that Alternatives 4 & 5 expanding outward minimize right of way 
impacts and reroute storm water. Alternatives 6 & 7 also minimize right of 
way and reroute storm water. 

 
 

o Virginia stated that Fullerton Pike alternatives 4, 5 and 6 included an 
underpass, and alternative 7 was an overpass. She wanted to know why 
overpasses aren’t incorporated to avoid more superfund sites. Mary Jo 
disclosed that the final outcome would be a hybrid of alternatives and 
used to determine routes. 
 

o Virginia advocated that it would be helpful to identify critical areas in 
document. She also requested a better breakdown of locations and 
impacts. Mary Jo pointed out the Draft Environmental Impact statement 
would be broken into various sections. It is setup as a whole document 
now but will be broken into subsections to view individual pieces.  
 

o There was a question raised about whether there would be more meetings 
with resource agencies and FHWA prior to Draft Environmental Impact 
statement. Mike Grovak declared that previous sections 1 through 4 
processes had no formal steps after screening and before Draft 
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Environmental Impact Statement coordination will continue with agencies 
but it doesn’t have to be formal meetings. 
 

o Virginia wants to see larger copies of maps with resources and features 
on them. Jim Peyton explained that there would be individual reports and 
pictures with each. 
 

o Virginia wants to make sure that cave density is shown. Jim advised that 
density figure would not be illustrated on maps but they would show Karst 
features.  
 

o There was concern to know Karst impacts associated with each 
alternative. 
 

o Access roads are associated with all alternatives at the Kinser Pike 
intersection. Virginia advocated that all Karst features, streams and 
wetlands be avoided. Jim expressed that the existing SR 37 is built on 
Karst features and wetlands so there are current impacts. 
 

o Virginia inquired about access roads on both the east and west sides of 
Kinser Pike to Chapel Rd. being cost effective which developed a 
discussion concerning buy outs verses associated impacts. It was 
determined after review of the preliminary cost/benefit analysis that it is 
cost effective for access roads on both the east and west side. Hoosier 
Energy has been heavily involved in the in the coordination process of 
access roads in this area. Hoosier Energy has also specifically requested 
a need for two access roads on the west for both employees and 
equipment to continue providing quality service to the area. The access 
roads on the east side of existing SR 37 are needed due to businesses 
such as Oliver Winery and Worm’s Way along with local numerous local 
residents. 

 
o It was noted that the green access roads near Oliver Winery is not visible 

on the maps in the Preliminary Alternative Analysis and Screening Packet. 
 

o The frontage road north of Sample Rd. continues on existing Sample Rd. 
To date Sample Rd. runs east to west in this stretch then makes a north 
and south curve and intersects with Simpson Chapel. The repurposing of 
the existing road access will help reduce cost and impacts. Danny from 
US Fish and Wildlife Service’s asked since there is no shift to the west 
how can we use the existing roadway. In alternative 6 the access road is 
spot on SR 37. Alternative 7 only has a slight shift to allow construction. 
Both alternatives 6 & 7 are not as drastic as alternatives 4 & 5 which have 
an 84’ median. An urban interchange as in alternatives 6 & 7 in this area 
would only require a 60’ median and could reduce the need for two access 
roads. 
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o Virginia questioned the usage of the terminology access and frontage 

roads. It was explained that the idea is the same and are trying to be more 
consistent using only the term access road. 

 
o It was reported that there are no Karst features extending north of Hoosier 

Energy. Part of the cumulative impacts study is to ensure providing access 
to those who currently have access. 

 
o The grade separation at Chambers Pike shifts to take advantage of the 

natural topography. Alternative 7 does not shows no grade separation at 
Chambers Pike it allows for the grade separation to be at Bryant’s Creek. 
It is anticipated that in the area between Sample Rd and Liberty Church 
Rd there will be one or two grade separations either at Chambers Pike, 
Bryant’s Creek or Paragon Rd. depending on the preferred alternative. 

 
o To avoid impacts through the Bifurcation northbound traveling lanes will 

maintain the same if granted design exception and upgrade guardrails that 
currently exist. The southbound travel lanes through the Bifurcation will 
need to be widened to the west while still having a truck climbing lane. 

 
o In alternatives 4, 5 and 6 there would be no access provide at Cooksey 

Lane and would need to relocate local residents. Alternative 7 provides for 
a grade separation at Bryant’s Creek that would allow opportunity to 
provide tie in access. 

 
o Martinsville’s expansion for growth includes annexing land extending 

south to Liberty Church on the east and Legendary Hills on the west. After   
ongoing local coordination between Section 5 and Martinsville, Martinsville 
has expressed a strong desire for an interchange at Liberty Church Road 
to serve the Legendary Hills neighborhood and future economic growth. 
The map shows Liberty Church Rd. ramps in a flood plain and concerns 
were voiced about building an Interchange in an existing floodplain. 
Currently both SR 37 and SR 39 are identified as being in a floodplain. 
The floodplain stops at the edge of the Indian Creek Bridge. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement will address the community coordination 
and the impacts of relocating Legendary Hills residents.  
 

o It was advised that noting what is going on in Section 6 should be 
incorporated for any Section 5 impacts. 

 
o Currently there are no wildlife crossings in Section 5 but will identify while 

identifying mitigation sites. 
 

o The status of work in Section 4 in respect with reevaluation of the 
interchange is in final process and will be sent for FHWA approval Monday 
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with public review and comment next week. The figures in Section 5 
Alternatives 4 & 5 do not depict the current reconfiguration of the section 4 
interchange.  

 
o Jason from Indiana Department of Environmental Management will not 

accept any wetland delineations done in the winter or older than 5 years. 
 

o Jason and Virginia would like an additional packet focused on superfund 
sites before the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is released. 

V. Conclusion 
 

The Section 5 revised first figure in Alternatives 4 & 5 is an incorrect depiction of 
the Fullerton Pike interchange. A design errata properly depicting interchange will 
be distributed. Stream reports are being updated to include additional field 
studies, wetland assessments and Karst features will be available in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Mitigation sites will be identified and included 
as an appendix in the Environmental Impact Statement. Alternatives 4 & 5 are 
still being advanced to allow more choices due to community input. The 
community does not want a “different feel” but realizes there are more impacts 
associated with Alternatives 4 & 5. There are monthly Bloomington Metropolitan 
Planning Organization meetings to continue coordination of information.  
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Gillette, Kia

From: Hellmich, Ron <rhellmich@dnr.IN.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2012 1:23 PM
To: Gillette, Kia
Subject: RE: I-69 Section 5 Natural Heritage Database Request
Attachments: r264_BL_Section5_Preliminary_Alts_ETRData.zip

Kia, 
 
Attached is a gis data for the etr species documented within 0.5 mile of the provided study area. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Ronald Hellmich 
Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center 
IDNR Nature Preserves 
317-232-8059 
  
From: Gillette, Kia [mailto:KGillette@blainc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2012 4:41 PM 
To: Hellmich, Ron 
Subject: RE: I-69 Section 5 Natural Heritage Database Request 
 
Ron, 
 
Attached is a shapefile with our 4 preliminary alternatives merged into one file.  For the most part the mainlines follow 
SR 37. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks for your help, 
Kia 
 
Kia M. Gillette 
Environmental Biologist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150 
Indianapolis, IN 46268 
317.222.3880 Ext. 229 
317.695.0825 Mobile 
317.222.3881 Fax 
kgillette@blainc.com 
 
www.blainc.com 
 

From: Hellmich, Ron [mailto:rhellmich@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 1:24 PM 
To: Gillette, Kia 
Subject: RE: I-69 Section 5 Natural Heritage Database Request 
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Kia, 
 
Send the shapefiles.  That would be the easiest way. 
Thanks, 
 
Ronald Hellmich 
Indiana Natural Heritage Data Center 
IDNR Nature Preserves 
317-232-8059 
  
From: Gillette, Kia [mailto:KGillette@blainc.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 9:41 AM 
To: Hellmich, Ron 
Subject: I-69 Section 5 Natural Heritage Database Request 
 
Dear Ron, 
 
Attached is the list of state species for I‐69 Section 5 that we planned on discussing in the DEIS. Section 5 generally 
follows SR 37 from just south of Bloomington to just south of Martinsville.  It will also include interchanges, grade 
separations, and local access roads.  I would like to make a Natural Heritage Database Request to see if there are any 
additional species we should add to the list.  I’m not sure what the best way is to get you the location information.  I can 
send you maps from the screening report, or if you have GIS capabilities, I can send you a shapefile of the merged 
alternatives.  Please let me know which would be the easiest. 
 
Thanks, 
Kia 
 
Kia M. Gillette 
Environmental Biologist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150 
Indianapolis, IN 46268 
317.222.3880 Ext. 229 
317.695.0825 Mobile 
317.222.3881 Fax 
kgillette@blainc.com 
 
www.blainc.com 
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 DRAFT - Tour Summary 
 

I-69 Section 5 Proposed Mitigation Site 2-Day Agency Tour 
24-25 July 2012 

 
Attendee Organization 

Michelle Allen FHWA 
Janelle Lemon  INDOT 
Laura Hilden INDOT 
Jason Randolph IDEM (2 IDEM interns came with Jason; one on each day)  
Deborah Snyder USACE (July 25 only) 
Robin McWilliams USFWS 
Virginia Laszewski USEPA Region 5 
Melissa Gebien USEPA Region 5 
Matt Buffington IDNR 
Tom Cervone Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA) 
Jeremy Kieffner Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA) 
Jim Peyton Michael Baker Corporation 
 

Purpose of Meeting 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and review in the field the proposed mitigation sites that have 
been identified to date for the I-69 Section 5 project.  The focus of this 2-day tour was getting the 
agencies involved early in the mitigation site selection process and receiving input on each of the 
proposed mitigation sites currently identified in Section 5.  This is an important activity to keep the 
project moving on schedule.  At the beginning of this 2-day tour, everyone introduced themselves and the 
Project Management Team (PMT) provided a binder that contained information on the Section 5 overall 
project impacts to non-wetland forests, wetlands, and streams.  This package also contained information 
on each of the 21 mitigation sites that the agencies were shown over the next 2 days. 

There were a total of 21 proposed mitigation sites in Section 5 that were reviewed on this 2-day tour.  A 
total of 11 sites were reviewed on Tuesday 24 July 2012, and the other 10 sites were reviewed on 
Wednesday 25 July 2012.  Overall the comments from the agencies were positive on the proposed general 
mitigation concepts in Section 5.  The Project Management Team identified that the project impacts could 
still change, especially on water resource impacts. The information presented to the agencies was worst-
case scenario and most likely any changes would reduce the impacts to water resources in Section 5 
beyond the numbers identified in the 2-Day Mitigation Site Tour.   Below is a brief description of the 
comments received by the agencies at each of the 21 proposed Section 5 mitigation sites. 

Waverly Bog 

This property is in Section 6 of the project, but coordination with the property owner identified this 
property is in threat of possible development in the future.  All of the agencies agreed that this is a very 
good property to complete forest mitigation.  USFWS suggested INDOT look at a mitigation swap, 
meaning that the USFWS could give INDOT mitigation credits for this site for Section 5 and in the future 
when Section 6 starts, INDOT may possibly look into finding an additional site closer to Section 5 and 
swapping the Waverly Bog site with the a site closer to Section 5 if there is the opportunity to do so.  
IDEM also indicated that there may be a possibility for wetland mitigation credits at the Waverly Bog site 
if INDOT does invasive species eradication on the bush honeysuckle that is located in a buttonbush swap 
area on the property.  IDEM indicated that the wetland mitigation credits may be used in Section 5 if 



 
 

 

determine
mitigation
mitigation

Ravinia 

The Ravin
IDNR to 
forest mit
that ident
Woods.  U
IDNR – D
also reque
agreed tha

Union 

The Unio
wetlands 
areas of w
indicated 
agricultur
located ad
the water 
the berm 
also the e
existing f
existence 
propose i
wetland d
additional

Big Bend

This site i
is a 2 acre
of the age
2004/2005

Maxwell

This is a 2
close prox
most likel
and prop
mitigation

Little In

This is an
this site a
enhance L
indicated 
that may 

ed appropriat
n (both prese
n credits may 

Woods 

nia Woods si
purchase and

tigation throu
tified INDOT
USFWS is co
Division of Fo
ested showing
at Ravinia Wo

on site is a 1
that will be p
wetlands that
that the PMT

ral field will s
djacent to the
from flowing
to allow the 
elevation in 
forested and 

of canary re
nvasive spec

development a
l hydrology in

d 

is a large 99 a
e area that wi
encies agreed 
5 and 2012 ar

l Hill 

2 acre site tha
ximity to the
ly not give fo
osed new I-
n site list due 

dian Creek 

n approximate
as a hardship
Little Indian C
that this site 
be created in

I-69 EV

e.  In summ
ervation and 
be available 

ite is the old
d is under the
ugh preservati
T could recei
oncerned abou
orestry to com
g the location
oods is a good

10 acre site t
preserved.  It
t are propose
T needs to do
support wetla
 site drains in
g into the exi
water from t
the existing 
scrub/shrub w

eed grass gro
ies control to
areas.  In sum
nformation ne

acre tract that
ill be reforest
that this wou
re very close 

at INDOT pur
 existing SR 
rest mitigatio
69 alignmen
to the agenci

ely 12 acre sit
p acquisition. 
Creek by plan
could be use

n some low ly

VANVILL

mary, this site
reforestation
at this site too

Indiana Pow
e control of I
ion credits on
ive 1/3 of th
ut forest man
me up with an
n of the prop
d site to comp

that has appr
t also has ap
ed for wetlan
o additional h
and communi
nto the roadsi
isting agricul
the hillside to
agricultural 
wetlands that

owing around
o prevent the
mmary, IDEM
eeds gathered

t is mostly ex
ted, but no w

uld be a good 
to this proper

rchased as a h
37 and prop

on credits for 
nt.  The PM
es’ comments

te with Indian
The IDEM a

nting riparian
d for forest m

ying depressio

LE TO IND

2 

e was conside
n) and if dete
o. 

wer and Light
IDNR – Divi
nly.  A comm
he forest miti
nagement prac
n agreement t

posed 274 acr
plete forest pr

roximately 4 
proximately
nd developm
hydrology stu
ties.  The PM
ide ditch and 
ltural fields.  
o flow into th
field would 
t exist curren

d the agricult
e canary reed
M and other a
d to determine

xisting forest t
ater resource 
site for forest
rty. 

hardship  acq
posed I-69 ali
this site due t

MT recommen
s on the site.

n Creek runni
and USEPA 

n buffers alon
mitigation. Th
ons at this sit

DIANAPO

ered a very 
ermined appr

t property th
ision of Fore

mitment was m
igation credi
ctices, and w
to not cut tree
res for preser
reservation m

acres of exi
6 acres of ag

ment and refo
udies in the f

MT identified 
there is a ber
 The concept

he proposed w
be lowered t
ntly on the s
tural fields an
d grass from 
agencies thou
e the ability to

that will be u
mitigation is

t mitigation.  

quisition .  Th
ignment.  US
to its size and
nds removing

ing through th
indicated tha

ng both sides 
here is a smal
te.  The PMT

OLIS TIER

good mitigat
ropriate in th

at INDOT pr
estry.  This si
made in the R
its for Sectio

would like IND
es.  USFWS 
rvation on a m

mitigation.   

isting foreste
gricultural fie
orestation.  ID
fields to verif

that currently
rm that was c
t includes cu
wetland deve
to match the
site.  IDEM 
nd that INDO
encroaching 

ught this site 
o restore wetl

used for fores
s being plann
 Indiana bat r

his site is sma
SFWS reporte
d proximity to
g this site fr

he property.  
at this would
of the creek. 
ll amount of 
T identified th

R 2 STUD

tion site for 
he future, we

rovided fundi
ite is propose
Revised Tier 
on 5 from Ra
DOT to work
and other age
map.  All age

ed and scrub/
elds between
DEM and US
fy that the ex
y the large hi

constructed to
utting channel
elopment area
e elevations o
also identifie
OT would ne
into the pro
is a good sit

lands at this s

t mitigation. 
ned at this site
roosting trees

all and is loca
ed that they w
o the existing 
from the pro

INDOT purc
d be a good s

 The USFWS
emergent wet
hat these eme

DIES  

forest 
etland 

ing to 
ed for 
1 BO 
avinia 
k with 
encies 
encies 

/shrub 
the 2 

SEPA 
xisting 
illside 
o keep 
ls into 
as and 
of the 
ed the 
eed to 
posed 
te and 
ite. 

There 
e.  All 
s from 

ated in 
would 
roads 
posed 

chased 
site to 
S also 
tlands 
ergent 



 
 

 

wetlands 
the hydrol

Chambe

This is a 
Forest an
Monroe S
IDNR for
INDOT to

Canyon 

This site i
the agenci

Stone Be

This site 
INDOT c
project.  A
open wate
appropria

Wylie 

This site 
approxim
for forest 
opposed t
Section 5 
to build a
mitigation
that woul
septic cou
ordinance
ordinance

Griffith 

This is a 
approxim
forest mit

Victor P

This is 47
Creek and
Tributary 
portion of
enhanced 
asked abo
baseline c
mitigation
exclusion

would be use
logy a little m

ers Pike 

3 acre site th
d the propos

State Forest.  
rest managem
o work with I

Site 

is 10 acres an
ies agreed tha

elt 

is 19 acres a
ould propose
All of the age
er preservatio
te.  The lake w

is a 16 acre 
ately 2 acres 
mitigation.  

to tree planti
if it is determ

a house adja
n.  This 2 acr
d be needed 

uld cause dam
es on septic sy
es in Monroe 

proposed 7 
ately 1 acre o

tigation. 

Pike 

7 acre propos
d an unname
(UNT) of Cl

f Clear Creek
with addition

out baseline Q
conditions fo
n would be us
, and bank sta

I-69 EV

ed for conting
more to help s

hat INDOT p
sed long rang
The USFWS

ment practice
DNR – Divis

nd includes a
at this site wo

and includes 
e the protectio
encies agreed 
on mitigation
was built with

site that inc
of reforestati
IDEM sugge

ings.  The po
mined mitigat
cent to the m
res is not part
for the const

mage to the pr
ystems that m
County woul

acre mitigati
of reforestatio

sed mitigation
ed tributary (U
lear Creek sho
k that runs alo
nal riparian b
QHEI or HH

or use during
sed at this site
abilization us

VANVILL

gency wetland
support the po

purchased.  T
ge plan of thi
S has a concer
s as stated e

sion of Forestr

all existing fo
ould be a very

all existing 
on of the lake

that this is a 
n at a 1 to 1 
h WPA mone

cludes mostly
ion around the
ested that the
ond on the p
tion is needed
mitigation sit
t of the 16 ac
truction of th
oposed mitig

must be follow
d prevent the 

ion site that 
on.  All of the

n site that inc
UNT) of Cle
owed bank st

ong the border
uffer planting

HEI assessmen
 site monitor
e.  The PMT 
sing natural ch

LE TO IND

3 

d mitigation. 
otential for su

This site is loc
is site is to u
rn with the si
arlier for the
ry to come up

orest habitat a
y good site for

forest habitat
e as mitigatio

good mitigat
ratio, to the

ey many years

y existing for
e pond.  All o
ey would rath
property may
d and appropr
te on approx
cre site.  The
he house beca
ation site.  Th

wed by proper
septic from a

consists of m
 agencies agr

cludes both fo
ear Creek flow
abilization iss
r of the prope
gs on the site 
nts on the pr
ring.  IDEM 
identified tha
hannel design

DIANAPO

 IDEM indic
uccessful wetl

cated adjacen
ultimately tur
ite being turn
e Ravinia Wo
p with an agre

and is propose
r forest preser

t with a 4 ac
n for some o
tion site for f

e extent open
s ago. 

rest preservat
of the agencie
her see prairi

y be proposed
riate.  The cu

ximately 2 ac
e USEPA had
ause this area
he PMT state
rty owners to 
any future bu

mostly preser
reed that this 

orest and stre
w through th
sues and lack
erty has a nar
of the creek 

roposed strea
 and EPA as
at riparian buf
n elements wo

OLIS TIER

ated that the 
land mitigatio

nt to the Mor
rn the site ov

ned over to th
oods site.  U
eement to not

ed for forest 
rvation credit

cre lake.  ID
f the open w

forest mitigati
n water mitig

tion with an 
es agreed that
ie plantings a
d for open w
urrent propert
cres that he i
d a concern w
a is in the ka
d that Monro
prevent pollu
ildings from p

rvation of ex
site is a good

eam mitigatio
his property. 
k of riparian b
rrow riparian 
that the prop

am mitigation
sked what co
ffer plantings
ould be used 

R 2 STUD

PMT should 
on at this site.

rgan Monroe 
ver to the M
he forest due 

USFWS would
t cut trees. 

mitigation.  A
ts. 

DEM indicated
ater impacts 
ion and poten
ation is need

existing pon
t this is a goo
around the la

water mitigati
ty owner may
is not putting

with septic sy
arst region an
oe County has
ution of karst
polluting the 

xisting forests
d mitigation si

on potential.  
 The Uniden

buffer habitat
buffer that m
erty borders. 
n sites to esta
oncepts for s
s, livestock gr
at this site.  I

DIES  

study 
 

State 
Morgan 

to the 
d like 

All of 

d that 
of the 
ntially 
ded or 

nd and 
od site 
ake as 
ion in 

y want 
g into 

ystems 
nd the 
s strict 
t.  The 
site. 

s with 
ite for 

Clear 
ntified 
t.  The 

may be 
 EPA 
ablish 

stream 
razing 
IDEM 



 
 

 

requested 
UNT of C
will proce
the log jam
was deter
activities 
along Cle
efforts to 
this mitig
site during
USFWS d
Leonard

This is a 
There are
buffers.  
wetlands. 
request th
this site f
forest mit
stream al
erosion.  
with the p
stabilizati
used by th
the mitiga
wetland re
features o
good site 
used for f
 
Since the 
and its pro
 
Leonard S
Park loca
undevelop
Leonard S
thus, prot
miles from
Springs in
Switchya

This is a 
mitigation
IDNR did
streams an
giving str
switchyar
this time. 

that the PMT
Clear Creek up
eed with effor
m under the o
rmined to be
at this site.  ID

ear Creek to s
contact this p
ation site.  Th
g the environ
did indicate th
d Springs 

large 155 acr
e 2 streams lo
In addition, 
 This site is n

hat we send th
for forest mit
tigation credi
ong the wes
There is a po
property own
ion work on t
he property o
ation plan.  I
estoration are

on this sites w
for water res

forest mitigati

tour, the foll
oximity to Ind

Springs is stra
ated to the e
ped county p
Springs would
tect existing a
m Leonard S
n 2004-2005. 
ard Park 

5-10 acre m
n.  USFWS d
d not feel this
nd prove that
ream credit 
rdpark.com.  I

I-69 EV

T contact the 
pstream of th
rts to contact 
old abandoned
e affecting th
DEM, IDNR,
see if they w
property own
hese should b
mental cleara
hey would acc

re mitigation 
ocated on thi
there is a lo
not located in

he distance of
tigation.  Add
its may be us
tern boundar
ortion of this 
ner to determ
his highly ero

owner to cross
IDEM sugges
ea and see if a

which include 
source mitiga
ion.  

lowing inform
diana bat capt

ategically loca
east, and RC

property locat
d connect 3 o
and proposed
prings at Site

mitigation site 
oes not recom
 was a good m
t these stream
for the dayl

INDOT and P

VANVILL

owner upstre
e property is 
this property 
d railroad brid
he stream, th
, and EPA req

would be inter
ner.  There ar
be reviewed fo
ance.  This sit
cept this site f

site that has
is property th
w lying field
n any of the U
f the closest I
ditional coord
sed at this sit
ry of the site

stream that t
mine if an ea
oding section
s the creek, a
sted looking
a unique wetl
sinkholes and

ation; howeve

mation is offe
ture and roost

ated between 
CA Park loc
ted to the eas
of these prope

natural resou
e 2 in Sectio

that is only 
mmend to IND
mitigation sit

m connect to n
lighting of t
PMT recomm

LE TO IND

4 

am to see if h
being activel
owner.  EPA

dge over Clea
he log jam co
quested that t
rested in doin
re some conc
or historic sig
te is not locate
for forest mit

 the potential
hat have signi
d on this mit
USFWS mitig
ndiana bat ca
dination with
te.  IDEM, U
es needs to b
the owner wa
sement could

n of stream.  E
and questione
at the spring
land could be
d springs.  In 
er, the USFW

ered to respon
t sites. 

the large fore
ated to the 
st of and adj
erties and be 
urces in perp
n 5 mist nett

proposed fo
DOT any fore
te.  IDEM sta
natural chann
the stream ch

mend this site b

DIANAPO

he may be int
ly grazed and 

A asked about 
ar Creek.  Th
ould be remo
the PMT cont
ng mitigation

crete foundati
gnificance dur
ed in the USF
tigation. 

l for forest, s
ificant stabili
tigation site t
gation focus a
apture site to 
h USFWS wi
USACE, EPA
be restored t
ants to retain
d be purchas
EPA also exp
ed if the bridg
gs that feed t
e developed a
summary, all

WS still needs 

nd to USFWS

ested properti
west of and
acent to Leo
close to Wap
etuity.  India
ting from 20

r water resou
est mitigation

ated that if the
nels upstream 
hannels.  Th
be dropped fo

OLIS TIER

terested in mi
d is in poor co
t the potential
e PMT stated
oved as part 
tact the adjace
n.  The PMT 
ions along the
ring the CE p
FWS mitigati

stream, and w
ization issues
that has the 
areas; howeve
them for con

ill be necessa
A, and IDNR 
to prevent fu
n; however, th
ed in this ar
ressed concer

ge could be im
the proposed 
at this site.  T
l of the agenc
to determine

S’s request o

ies of Wapeh
d adjacent to
onard Springs
pehani Mount
ana bats have 
12, and 2.1 m

urce mitigatio
n credit for th
e PMT could 

m of the park, 
he website f
or considerati

R 2 STUD

itigation also 
ondition.  The
l for the remo
d that if the lo

of the mitig
ent property o
will proceed

e railroad trac
process to clea
ion focus area

wetland mitig
s and lack rip
potential to c
er, the USFW

nsideration of 
ary to determ
all agreed th

urther stream 
he PMT will 
rea to do the 
rns with the b
mproved as p
hydrology fo

There are also
cies agreed th
e if this site c

n Leonard Sp

hani Mountain
o the site, an
s. The purcha
tain Bike Par
been recorde

miles from S

on, namely s
his site.  IDEM

daylight the 
they may con

for this proje
ion as mitigat

DIES  

as the 
 PMT 

oval of 
og jam 
gation 
owner 
d with 
cks at 
ar this 
as, but 

gation.  
parian 
create 

WS did 
f using 
mine if 
hat the 

bank 
work 
bank 

bridge 
part of 
for the 
o karst 
his is a 
can be 

prings 

n Bike 
nd an  
ase of 
rk and 
ed 2.1 
hirley 

stream 
M and 
piped 
nsider 
ect is 
tion at 



 
 

 

Kinser P

This is a
approxim
mitigation

Long Po

This is a
mitigation
to see ad
proposed 
requested 
fall to ear
be used to
summary,

Modesto

This is a 
features l
would inc
stated tha
for propos
be used f
would nee
this is a g
hydrologi

Bottoms

This site 
property o
investigat
owner to d
Section 5
existing s

Ferguson

This is a 
and possi
Departme
like to hav
would als
The agenc
coordinate
wetland/b
reforestati
complete 
the field.  
of the age

 

Pike 

a 43 acre pro
ately 8 acres
n. 

ond 

a 103 acre m
n.  This site is
dditional docu

at this site.  
additional hy

rly winter due
o mitigate a p
, all of the age

o 

139 acre pro
ocated on thi
clude invasiv
at the local ro
sed restoratio
for wetland m
ed to be done

good site for f
ical studies. 

 

consists of a
owned by the
ting whether t
discuss the W
.   Also, the 
crub/shrub w

n Park 

45 acre prop
ibly for strea
ent; however, 
ve a canoe la

so like to hav
cies requeste
e with the p

bottomland w
ion and poss
additional hy
Due to the co

encies agreed 

I-69 EV

oposed mitig
s of reforesta

mitigation site
s the largest p
umentation o
IDEM questi
ydrology info
e to the droug
portion of the
encies agreed

oposed mitig
is property th
e species era
adway (W. L

on/enhanceme
mitigation, bu
e to determin
forest and stre

a large existi
e Sycamore L
this site is in t

WRP.  Therefo
response from
etland. 

osed mitigati
am mitigation

it is currently
aunch at this s
ve a walking 
d some descr

parks and rec
woods at this 
sibly emergen
ydrology stud
orn growing i
this is a good

VANVILL

gation site th
ation.  All of

e proposed f
potential wetla
on hydrology
ioned the abil
ormation.  ID
ght.  IDEM o
e open water i
d this is a goo

ation site tha
hat would be
adication, ban
Lawson Road
ent.  There is 
ut the agencie
ne the potenti
eam mitigatio

ing and priva
Land Trust a
the WRP prog
ore, this site is
m USFWS in

ion site that c
n.  The site i
y being farme
site to launch
trail in the fi

ription of the
creation depa

site is propo
nt wetland d

dies in this are
in the field, a
d mitigation s

LE TO IND

5 

at consists m
f the agencie

for forest and
and mitigation

in this area
lity to get 20 

DEM suggeste
ffered the tho
impacts at a r
d site for fore

at includes fo
e protected.  
nk stabilizatio
) was adjacen
also an area i

es, INDOT an
al for succes

on and possibl

ately owned 
and also a un
gram.  The PM
s being remov
ndicated that 

could be used
is owned by 
ed and is now
h canoes into 
ield around th
e material tha
rtment to see
osed for fore
evelopment. 
ea to further j

a full review o
ite. 

DIANAPO

mostly of ex
es agreed tha

d wetland m
n site in Secti

a to help sup
 acres of wet

ed that water 
ought that the
ratio of 1 to 
est, stream, an

orest and stre
The stream m

on, and livest
nt to the strea
in the southw

and PMT indi
s in this area
ly wetland m

scrub/shrub w
nit of the Mu
MT has not b
ved from the 
forest mitiga

d for forest, s
the Monroe

w in row crop 
Beanblossom
he proposed 

at will be use
e if this can

est mitigation
 IDEM and
justify the ch
of this site wa

OLIS TIER

xisting forest 
at this is a go

mitigation, an
ion 5.  IDEM

pport the wet
tland restorat
wells not be 

e existing pon
1 if determin
nd wetland m

eam mitigatio
mitigation pr
tock grazing 
am and there 

west portion o
icated future 

a.  In all, the 
mitigation depe

wetland that 
uscatatuck NW
been able to c

proposed mit
ation was not 

stream, and w
e County Par
 production.  

m Creek.  The
emergent we

ed for this tra
n be determin
n and the fiel

EPA sugges
hance of succe
as not possibl

R 2 STUD

preservation
ood site for 

nd possibly s
M and USACE

tland develop
ion at this sit
installed unt

nd on this site
ned appropriat
mitigation. 

on.  There is
roposed at thi
exclusion.  I
 is not much 

of this site tha
hydrology st
agencies indi
ending upon 

is connected
WR.  The PM
ontact the pro
tigation site l
preferred fro

wetland mitig
rks and Recre

The county w
e parks depar
etlands and w
ail.  The PMT
ned.  The ex
ld is propose
sted that the 
ess for wetlan
e.  In summar

DIES  

n with 
forest 

stream 
E want 
pment 
te and 
til late 
e may 
te.  In 

 karst 
is site 
IDEM 
room 

at may 
tudies 
icated 
future 

d to a 
MT is 
operty 
ist for 
om an 

gation, 
eation 
would 
rtment 

woods.  
T will 
xisting 
ed for 
PMT 

nds in 
ry, all 



 
 

 

Whisnan

This prop
of both ex
proposed 
mitigation

Beanblo

This is a
reforestati
not been i
on soils a
restoration
be protect

Summa
The 2-day
forest, str
have not b

As part of
5, but wil
67,436 an
these min
attachmen
or PMT.  

INDOT, F
over this 2

nd 

perty is an 85 
xisting forest
mitigation si

n site for fore

ssom Creek

a 58 acre m
ion.  There is
investigated c
and hydrology
n on this miti
ted.  In summ

ary 

y tour was pr
ream, and we
been finalized

f the tour, two
ll be studied 
nd not 67,673
nutes, the PM
nts replace tho

FHWA and P
2-day period 

I-69 EV

acre mitigati
t preservation
ite that would
st mitigation.

k 

mitigation sit
s the potentia
completely; a
y are needed
igation site.  

mary, all of the

oductive in re
etland mitigat
d.   

o revisions w
in Section 6. 

3 as shown in
T is attaching
ose pages in y

PMT would lik
and look at th

VANVILL

ion site that i
n and reforest
d be protected
  

te that inclu
al for wetland
and INDOT an
d to provide a

There is an a
e agencies agr

eviewing with
tion in Sectio

were necessary
 The current

n binder.  Ple
g new and “r
your binder.  

ke to thank al
hese 21 sites. 

LE TO IND

6 

s being propo
tation.  There
d.  All of the

udes both up
d developmen
nd PMT offer
a rational for 
active bald ea
reed that this 

h the agencie
on 5.  It was 

y in the text. 
t linear feet o
ease make su
evised” sheet
If you should

ll of the agen
  Thank you 

DIANAPO

osed for fores
e are many ka
e agencies ag

pland forest 
nt in the botto
r the recomm

r expected su
agle nest loca
is a good mit

es the current
noted that th

 Indian Creek
of streams wi
uch revisions 
ts for Leonar
d have any qu

ncies for takin
again! 

OLIS TIER

st mitigation.
arst features 

greed that this

preservation
omland fields

mendation that
uccess of any 
ated on this p
tigation site. 

tly proposed m
he overall im

k crossing is 
ithin the exist
in your bind

rd Springs and
uestions, plea

ng the time to

R 2 STUD

  This site co
located withi
s would be a

n and bottom
s that currentl
t additional st
proposed we

property that w

mitigation sit
mpacts in Sect

not part of Se
ting SR 37 R

der.  Also and
d Modesto.  T
ase contact IN

o go out in the

DIES  

onsists 
in this 
a good 

mland 
ly has 
tudies 
etland 
would 

tes for 
tion 5 

ection 
R/W is 
d with 
These 

NDOT 

e field 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

RECEIVED 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

SEP 1 8 Z01Z 

BLA - EVANSVILLE SEP 132m2 

Michelle Allen, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Sandra Plum, Project Manager 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 N. Senate Ave., Room 642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

REPLY TO THE A TIENTION OF: 
E-191 

SCANNED TO ELECfRONIC FILE 

!0 3-060{ 
PROJECT NUMBER j 

aq ~t¥-t ~ · . ·'2 e INDIANAI'OUS = 
RE: EPA Comments Regarding the Draft Tour Summary for the I-69 (Evansville to 

Indianapolis, IN) Section 5 Proposed Mitigation Site 2-Day Agency Tour 
(24-25 July 2012). · 

Dear Ms. Allen and Ms. Plum: 

The U. S. Environmental Protection, Agency, Region 5 (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced 
draft tour surrimary of the 2-day agency tour of21 potential upland/core/riparian forest, stream, 
pond and/or wetland mitigation sites identified to date for Section 5 of the I-69, Indianapolis to -
Evansville Project. The draft tour summary was provided by Daniel Townsend, Bernardin · 
Lochmueller & Associates (BLA). We appreciate the effort that the Indiana Department of 
Transportation (INDOT) consultants have taken to identify potential mitigation sites and .the 
preliminary sites information/documentation that was provided to the resource agencies for 
reference during and after thetour. EPA's detailed comments regarding the draft tour summary 
and specific mitigation sites may be found in the enclosure to this letter. The letter enclosure is 
the draft tour summary provided by BLA and annotated with EPA's comments in red font. 

·In addition, we offer the following comments for your consideration regarding the draft tour 
summary, potentia] mitigation sites information/documentation and the up-coming Section 5 
DEIS. 

1. Where there are existing aquatic resources at potential mitigation sites, those resources 
. need to be identified/delineated. This information should be included in future mitigation 
submittals. We recornrilend this information also be included in the Section 5 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

2. We recommend that hydrology studies at potential mitigation sites start soon, this fall, as 
recommended by Indiana Department ofEnvirol11Ilental Management (IDEM). 
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3. Until additional site information, such as hydrology studies, are obtained and evaluated, 
·· we recommend that it would be more accurate to state in the tour summary that agencies 
agr~ed that a site may have "potential" for core forest, wetland, and/or stream, etc. 
mitigation. 

4. In future mitigation submittals and in the DEIS for Section 5, we would like to see each 
stream and wetland, including potential mitigation wetlands and streams, issued a 
specific ID on data forms figures and/or maps that can be easily referenced back to the 
text. 

5. Along the same lines, we request that the potential aquatic impacts for each alternative 
caFried forward in the Section 5 DEIS be clearly identified on a figure and/or map and 
reflected in a table and accompanying narrative in the text of the DEIS. The table should 
include stream and wetland ID's, linear feet of impact to each stream, and acreage of 
impact to each wetland. It should identify the impact to each resource (e.g., culvert, 
stream realignment). Flow regime should be provided for each stream and wetland type 
must be provided for each wetland. 

6. Conceptual mitigation plans for each mitigation site should be developed and included in 
future mitigation submittals and in the Section 5 DEIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft tour summary. We look forward to 
further discussions with you, INDOT consultants and the other resources agencies regarding 
mitigation for Section 5. If you have any questions or comments, you may contact Ms. Virginia 
Laszewski of my staff at 312-886-7501 or email her at laszewski.virginia@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, · 

~-£/ /~ ~/R'-#1 . 
Kenneth A. Westl-ake, Chief 
NEP A Implementation 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosure: Draft Tour Summary (w/EPA comments in red font) 

cc: ./oaniel Townsend, Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc., 6200 Vogel Road, 
Evansville, IN 47715-4066 

Mary Jo Hamman, I-69 Section 5 Project Manager, Michael Baker Corp, 8888 Keystone 
Crossing, Suite 1300, Indianapolis, Indiana 46240 

Robin McWilliams/Scott Pruitt, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington 
· Ecological Services Office, 620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, Indiana 47403 
Debra Snyder/Greg McKay, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Indianapolis Regulatory 

Office, 9799 Billings Road, Indianapolis, Indiana 46216-1055 
Jason Randolph, Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water 

Quality, 100 N. Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
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DRAFT Tour Summary 
EPA (09/13/2012) comments are in red font. 

1-69 Section 5 Proposed Mitigation Site 2-Day Agency Tour 
24-25 July 2012 

Attendee Organization 
Michelle Allen FHWA 
Janelle Lemon INDOT 
Laura Hilden INDOT 
Jason Randolph IDEM (2 IDEM interns came with Jason; one on each day) 
Deborah Snyder USACE (July 25 only) 
Robin McWilliams USFWS 
Virginia Laszewski USEPA Region 5 
Melissa Gebien USEPA Region 5 
Matt Buffington IDNR 
Tom Cervone Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA) 
Jeremy Kieffner Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates (BLA) 
Jim Peyton Michael Baker Corporation 

Purpose of Meeting 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss and review in the field the proposed mitigation sites that have 
been identified to date for the I-69 Section 5 project. The focus of this 2-day tour was getting the 
agencies involved early in the mitigation site selection process and receiving input on each of the 
proposed mitigation sites currently identified in Section 5. This is an important activity to keep the 
project moving on schedule. At the beginning of this 2-day tour, everyone introduced themselves and the · 
Project Management Team (PMT) provided a binder that contained information oil the Section 5 overall 
project impacts to non-wetland forests, wetlands, and streams. This package also contained information 
on each of the 21 mitigation sites that the agencies were shown over the next 2 days. 

There were a total of 21 proposed mitigation sites in Section 5 that were reviewed on this 2-day tour. A 
total of 11 sites were reviewed on Tuesday 24 July 2012, and the other 10 sites were reviewed on 
Wednesday 25 July 2012. Overall the comments from the agencies were positive on the proposed general 
mitigation concepts in Section 5. The Project Management Team identified that the project impacts could 
still change, especially on water resource impacts. The information presented to the agencies was worst
case scenario and most likely any changes would reduce the impacts to water resources in Section 5 
beyond the numbers identified in the 2-Day Mitigation Site Tour. Below is a brief description of the 
comments received by the agencies at each of the 21 proposed Section 5 mitigation sites. 

Waverly Bog 

This property is in Section 6 of the project, but coordination with the property owner identified this 
property is in threat of possible development in the future. All of the agencies agreed that this is a very 
good property to complete forest mitigation. USFWS suggested INDOT look at a mitigation swap, 
meaning that the USFWS could give INDOT mitigation credits for this site for Section 5 and in the future 
when Section 6 starts, INDOT may possibly look into finding an additional site closer to Section 5 and 
swapping the Waverly Bog site with the a site closer to Section 5 if there is the opportunity to do so. 
IDEM also indicated that there may be a possibility for wetland mitigation credits at the Waverly Bog site 
if INDOT does invasive species eradication on the bush honeysuckle that is located in a buttonbush swap 
swamp area on the property. EPA agrees there is potential to do some invasive species eradication. This 
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I-69 EV ANVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

could generate some wetland enhancement credit, if detennined appropriate. IDEM indicated that the 
wetland mitigation credits may be used in Section 5 if determined appropriate. In summary, this site was 
considered a very good mitigation site for forest mitigation (both preservation and reforestation) and if 
determined appropriate in the future, wetland mitigation credits may be available at this site too. 

Ravinia Woods 

The Ravinia Woods site is the old Indiana Power and Light property that INDOT provided funding to 
IDNR to purchase and is under the control of IDNR- Division of Forestry. This site is proposed for 
forest mitigation through preservation credits only. A commitment was made in the Revised Tier 1 BO 
that identified INDOT could receive 1/3 of the forest mitigation credits for Section 5 from Ravinia 
Woods. USFWS is concerned about fore.st management practices, and would like INDOT to work with 
IDNR - Division ofF orestry to come up with an agreement to not cut trees. EPA recommends that if this 
and other IDNR controlled sites (e.g., Chambers Pike) continue to be identified as potential upland forest 
mitigation sites for Section 5, then the Section 5 EIS include the signed agreement between USFWS and 
IDNR-Division of Forestry that sets out the forest management stipulations (e.g., no timber harvesting) 
that satisfy USFWS. 

USFWS and other agencies also requested showing the location of the proposed 274 acres for 
preservation on a map. All agencies agreed that Ravinia Woods is a good site to complete forest 
preservation mitigation"'" 

Union 

The Union site is a 10 aere 10-acre site that has approximately 4 acres of existing forested and 
scrub/shrub wetlands that will be preserved. It also has approximately 6 acres of agricultural fields 
between the 2 areas of wetlands that are proposed for wetland development and reforestation. IDEM and 
USEP A indicated that the PMT needs to do additional hydrology studies in the fields to verify that the 
existing agricultural field will support wetland communities. The PMT identified that currently the large 
hillside located adjacent to the site drains into the roadside ditch and there is a benn that was constructed 
to keep the water from flowing into the existing agricultural fields. The concept includes cutting 
channels into the berm to allow the water from the hillside to flow into the proposed wetland development 
areas and also the elevation in the existing agricultural field would be lowered to match the elevations of 
the existing forested and scrub/shrub wetlands that exist currently on the site. IDEM also identified the 
existence of reed canary reed grass growing around the agricultural fields and that INDOT would need to 
propose invasive species control to prevent the reed canary reed grass from encroaching into the proposed 
wetland development areas. In summary, IDEM and other agencies thought this site is a good site and 
additional hydrology information needs gathered to determine the ability to restore wetlands at this site. 
EPA: If the hydrology studies are favorable and reed canary grass currently growing around the field can 
be effectively controlled/managed, this site has potential for wetland restoration. The site would provide 
connectivity between existing wetland communities. 

Big Bend 

This site is a large 99 aere 99-acre tract that is mostly existing forest that will be used for forest 
mitigation. There is a ~ 2-acre area that will be reforested, but no water resource mitigation is being 
planned at this site. All of the agencies agreed that this would be a good site for forest mitigation. 
Indiana bat roosting trees from 2004/2005 and 2012 are very close to this property. 

Maxwell Hill 
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This is a ~ 2-acre site that INDOT purchased as a hardship acqHisition .hardship acquisition. This 
site is small and is located in close proximity to the existing SR 37 and proposed 1-69 alignment. USFWS 
reported that they would most likely not give forest mitigation credits for this site due to its size and 
proximity to the existing roads and proposed new 1-69 alignment. The PMT recommends removing this 
site from the proposed mitigation site list due to the agencies' comments on the site. 

Little Indian Creek 

This is an approximately 12 acre 12-acre site with Indian Creek running through the property. INDOT 
purchased this site as a hardship acquisition. +he-IDEM and USEPA indicated that this would be a good 
site to enhance Little h1dian Creek by planting riparian buffers along both sides of the creek. EPA: 
According to Jeremy Kieffher (BLA), the proposal will include the planting of a 100-foot wide riparian 
buffer on each side of the stream. However, that was not memorialized in the Tour Summary document. 
We don't recall whether you propose to plant a wooded riparian buffer. This infonnation should be 
included in future submittals. +he USFWS also indicated that this site could be used for forest mitigation. 
There is a small amount of emergent wetlands that may be created in some low lying depressions at this 
site. EPA: There is a potential for emergent wetland creation at this site. INDOT should collect more 
data regarding site hydrology to support wetland creation at this site. The PMT identified that these 
emergent wetlands would be used for contingency wetland mitigation. IDEM indicated that the PMT 
should study the hydrology a little more to help support the potential for successful wetland mitigation at 
this site. 

[EPA Note: Based on figures provided for the tour the Little Indian Creek proposed forest, riparian 
buffer, wetland development area is at/near the proposed Liberty Church Road Interchange w/proposed 
new access roads/ramps that will likely cause stream and floodplain (possibly wetlands) impacts. What 
has been done to first avoid these potential stream and floodplain impacts? Why is this interchange 
needed here? The area itself could potentially make a good forest, riparian buffer, wetland mitigation site 
if an interchange wasn't proposed here. The EIS will need to strongly substantiate need for any proposed 
interchange here. In addition, EPA continues to recommend that FHWA/INDOT look to reduce the 
extent of access roads proposed for Section 5.] 

Chambers Pike 

This is a J-aere 3-acre site that INDOT purchased. This site is located adjacent to the Morgan Monroe 
State Forest and the proposed long range plan of this site is to ultimately tum the site over to the Morgan 
Monroe State Forest. +he USFWS has a concern with the site being turned over to the forest due to the 
IDNR forest management practices as stated earlier for the Ravinia Woods site. USFWS would like 
INDOT to work with IDNR- Division of Forestry to come up with an agreement to not cut trees. EPA 
recommends that if this and other IDNR-controlled sites (e.g., Ravinia Woods) continue to be identified 
as potential upland forest mitigation sites for Section 5, then the Section 5 EIS should include the signed 
agreement between USFWS and IDNR-Division of Forestry that sets out the forest management 
stipulations (e.g., no timber harvesting) that satisfy USFWS. 

[EPA Note: Is INDOT proposing to put a new roadway (e.g., frontage road) here just east of existing 
Chambers Pike Road (see tour figures)? If yes, this would segment the proposed mitigation site, which 
would likely make this a less desirable mitigation site.] 

Canyon Site 

This site is 10 acres and includes all existing forest habitat and is proposed for forest mitigation. All of 
the agencies agreed that this site would be a very good site for forest preservation credits. 

EPA: The next three sites (i.e., Stone Belt, Wylie and Griffith) and the Modesto site (listed later) abut 
each other. These sites are largely being proposed for forest mitigation, including core forest mitigation. 
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The Modesto site also claims possible 2 acres of riparian buffer and 2 acres of wetland mitigation. 
Regarding forest/core forest mitigation: According to some of the tour figures for these sites, there would 
be a break between existing forest land and/or potential forest land due to the property owner of the Wylie 
site wanting to hold back some land in order to develop some housing units and clear some trees. EPA 
would like to know exactly how much, if any, core forest mitigation could be obtained under this 
scenario. Details regarding core forest mitigation (e.g., amount of core forest acres that could be obtained 
under various mitigation site scenarios) should be provided in future submittals and in the Section 5 
DEIS. 

Stone Belt 

This site is 19 acres and "includes all existing forest habitat with a 4-aefe 4-acre lake. IDEM indicated that 
INDOT could propose the protection of the lake as mitigation for some of the open water impacts of the 
project. All of the agencies agreed that this is a good mitigation site for forest mitigation and potentially 
open water preservation mitigation at a .J--te--l. 1-to-1 ratio, to the extent open water mitigation is needed or 
appropriate. The lake was built with WP A money many years ago. 

Wylie 

This site is a 16 acre site that includes mostly existing forest preservation· with an existing pond and 
approximately 2 acres of reforestation around the pond. All of the agencies agreed that this is a good site 
for forest mitigation. IDEM suggested that they would rather see prairie plantings around the lake as 
opposed to tree plantings. The pond on the prope11y may be proposed for open water mitigation in 
Section 5 if it is determined mitigation is needed and appropriate. The current property owner may want 
to build a house adjacent to the mitigation site on approximately 2 acres that he is not putting into 
mitigation. This 2 acres is not part of the 16 acre site. EPA: How would this private development affect 
the amount of core forest mitigation that could be claimed from this site, or this site in any combination 
with the other three abutting sites (i.e., Stone Belt. Griffith, and Modesto)? This information should be 
disclosed in the EIS. +he USEPA had a concern with septic systems that would be needed for the 
construction of the house because this area is in the karst region and the septic could cause damage to the 
proposed mitigation site. The PMT stated that Monroe County has strict ordinances on septic systems 
that must be followed by property owners to prevent pollution of karst. The ordinances in Monroe 
County would prevent the septic system from any future buildings from polluting the site. 

Griffith 

This is a proposed .f.--ae.re 7-acre mitigation site that consists of mostly preservation of existing forests 
with approximately 1 acre of reforestation. All of the agencies agreed that this site is a good mitigation 
site for forest mitigation. EPA: According to field tour figures, this is another proposed mitigation site 
that appears to be split by a proposed access/frontage road. In addition, it appears that access/frontage 
roads are proposed for both sides of 1-69 in this area. This is the area where the Hoosier Energy Rural 
Electric Cooperative facilities are located and where Hoosier Energy wants both a no11h and a south easy 
access to 1-69. In order to avoid and minimize resources impacts in this area, EPA recommends 
FHW A/INDOT consider providing the Hoosier Energy facility with a direct access to I-69 for emergency 
purposes only and provide only one access/frontage road to 1-69 for everyday purposes. A discussion and 
evaluation of this EPA recommended access scenario should be included in the EIS. 

Victor Pike 

This is 4 7 aere a 4 7 -acre proposed mitigation site that includes both forest and stream mitigation 
potential. Clear Creek and an unnamed tributary (UNT) of Clear Creek flow through this property. The 
Unidentified Tributary (UNT) of Clear Creek showed bank stabilization issues and lack of riparian buffer 
habitat. The portion of Clear Creek that runs along the border of the property has a narrow riparian buffer 
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that may be enhanced with additional riparian buffer plantings on the site of the creek that the property 
borders. EPA asked about baseline QHEI or HHEI assessments on the proposed stream mitigation sites 
to establish baseline conditions for use during site monitoring. EPA: Jeremy Kieffiler said he didn't see 
an issue with performing the assessments and recognized the value of the assessment data. IDEM and 
EPA asked what concepts for stream mitigation would be used at this site. The PMT identified that 
riparian buffer plantings, livestock grazing exclusion, and bank stabilization using natural channel design 
elements would be used at this site. IDEM requested that the PMT contact the owner upstream to see if 
he may be interested in mitigation also as the UNT of Clear Creek upstream of the property is being 
actively grazed and is in poor condition. The PMT will proceed with efforts to contact this property 
owner. EPA asked aboHt the potential for the removal of the log jam tinder the old abandoned milroad 
bridge over Clear Creek. EPA does not recollect asking about the potential for the removal of a log jam 
under the old abandoned railroad bridge over Clear Creek. The PMT stated that if the log jam was 
determined to be affecting the stream, the log jam could be removed as part of the mitigation activities at 
this site. IDEM, IDNR, and EPA requested that the PMT contact the adjacent property owner along Clear 
Creek to see if they would be interested in doing mitigation. The PMT will proceed with efforts to 
contact this property owner. There are some concrete foundations along the railroad tracks at this 
mitigation site. These should be reviewed for historic significance during the CE process EPA: Please 
identify/spell out what CE stands for and explain what is meant by the "CE process" here. to clear this 
site during the environmental clearance. _This site is not located in the USFWS mitigation focus areas, 
but USFWS did indicate they would accept this site for forest mitigation. EPA: If INDOT wishes to 
proceed with bank stabilization at this site, INDOT needs to provide at least a conceptual plan for bank 
stabilization in future submittals. If INDOT is going to fence out livestock, they should provide more 
details regarding how they are going to do that. 

Leonard Springs 

This is a large 1 S 5 acre 15 5-acre mitigation site that has the potential for forest, stream, and wetland 
mitigation. There are 2 streams located on this property that have significant stabilization issues and lack 
riparian buffers. In addition, there is a lo\'l lying low-lying field on this mitigation site that has the 
potential to create wetlands. EPA: The site might have potential; however, hydrology studies need to be 
completed to help the agencies ascertain whether the site can support wetland restoration. This site is not 
located in any of the USFWS mitigation focus areas; however, ~ USFWS did request that we send the 
distance of the closest Indiana bat capture site to them for consideration of using this site for forest 
mitigation. Additional coordination with USFWS will be necessary to determine if forest mitigation 
credits may be used at this site. IDEM, USACE, EPA, and IDNR all agreed that the stream along the 
western boundary of the sites needs to be restored to prevent further stream bank erosion. There is a 
portion of this stream that the owner wants to retain; however, the PMT will work with the property 
owner to determine if an easement could be purchased in this area to do the bank stabilization work on 
this highly eroding section of stream. EPA: If INDOT wishes to proceed with bank stabilization in that 
area, they need to provide at least a conceptual plan for that in future submittals. EPA also expressed 
concerns with the bridge used by the property owner to cross the creek, and questioned if the bridge could 
be improved as part of the mitigation plan. EPA: EPA asked if the bridge could be 
improved, but not as part of the mitigation plan. It was just a general inquity. IDEM suggested looking at 
the springs that feed the proposed hydrology for the wetland restoration area and see if a unique wetland 
could be developed at this site. There are also karst features on this -s-:ite-5 site, which include sinkholes 
and springs. In summary, all of the agencies agreed this is a good site for water resource mitigation; 
however,~ USFWS still needs to determine if this site can be used for forest mitigation: 

5 



1-69 EV ANVILLE TO INDIANAPOLIS TIER 2 STUDIES 

Since the tour, the following infonnation is offered to respond to USFWS's request on Leonard Springs 
and its proximity to fudiana bat capture and roost sites. 

Leonard Springs is strategically located between the large forested properties ofWapehani Mountain Bike 
Park located to the east, and RCA Park located to the west of and adjacent to the site, and an 
undeveloped county property located to the east of and adjacent to Leonard Springs. The purchase of 
Leonard Springs would connect 3 of these properties and be close to Wapehani Mountain Bike Park and 
thus, protect existing and proposed natural resources in perpetuity. fudiana bats have been recorded 2.1 
miles from Leonard Springs at Site 2 in Section 5 mist netting from 2012, and 2.1 miles from Shirley 
Springs in 2004-2005. 

Switchyard Park 

This is a 5 10 acre 5-l 0-acre mitigation site that is only proposed for water resource mitigation, namely 
stream mitigation. USFWS does not recommend to INDOT any forest mitigation credit for this site. 
IDEM and IDNR did not feel this was a good mitigation site. IDEM stated that if the PMT could daylight 
the piped streams and prove that these -stream streams connect to natural channels upstream of the park, 
they may consider giving stream credit for the day lighting of the stream channels. The website for this 
project is switchyardpark.com. INDOT and PMT recommend this site be dropped for consideration as 
mitigation at this time. EPA concurs that site be dropped from further consideration. 

Kinser Pike 

This is a 43 acre 43-acre proposed mitigation site that consists mostly of existing forest preservation with 
approximately 8 acres of reforestation. All of the agencies agreed that this is a good site for forest 
mitigation. 

Long Pond 

This is a 103 acre 103-acre mitigation site proposed for forest and wetland mitigation, and possibly 
strean1 mitigation. EPA: We understand that there is no proposal for stream mitigation and no potential 
for stream mitigation at this site. Please clarify/advise. This site is the largest potential wetland 
mitigation site in Section 5. IDEM and USACE want to see additional documentation on hydrology in 
this area to help support the wetland development proposed at this site. EPA: We understand that 
INDOT proposes to break the field tile to restore the original hydrology and plant the existing farmed 
field with wetland vegetation. EPA would like to see additional documentation on hydrology for this site. 
IDEM guestioned the ability to get 20 acres of wetland restoration at this site and requested additional 
hydrology information. IDEM suggested. that water wells not be installed until late fall to early winter 
due to the drought. EPA concurs with this IDEM suggestion on water well installation timing. IDEM 
offered the thought that the existing pond on this site may be used to mitigate a portion of the open water 
impacts at a ratio of 1 to 1 if determined appropriate. fu summary, all of the agencies agreed this is a 
good site for forest, stream, and wetland mitigation. EPA: As we identified above, please clarify where 
proposed stream mitigation might occur at this site. Also, until additional infonnation (e.g., hydrology) is 
provided, we would advise that it is more accurate to say that "all of the agencies agreed this site appears 
to have good potential for forest and wetland mitigation." 

Modesto 

This is a 139 acre 139-acre proposed mitigation site that includes forest and stream mitigation. There is 
karst features located on this property that would be protected. The stream mitigation proposed at this site 
would include invasive species eradication, bank stabilization, and livestock grazing exclusion. IDEM 
stated that the local roadway (W. Lawson Road) was adjacent to the stream and there is not much room 
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for proposed restoration/enhancement. There is also an area in the southwest portion of this site that may 
be used for wetland mitigation, but the agencies, INDOT and PMT indicated future hydrology studies 
would need to be done to determine the potential for success in this area. In all, the agencies indicated 
this is a good site for forest and stream mitigation and possibly wetland mitigation depending upon future 
hydrological studies. EPA: Please clarify· whether or not INDOT plans to propose stream restoration at 
this site where the channel is entrenched. A conceptual stream restoration plan with planting of the 
riparian coiTidor should be provided in future submittals. EPA: Mitigation acres for forest preservation 
and reforestation are segmented here, and fencing would be needed to keep out cattle. How much core 
forest mitigation (acres) would be obtained at this site alone or in combination with the Stone Belt, Wylie, 
and/or Griffith Sites? EPA recommends core forest mitigation calculations/infonnation be included in the 
next submittal and in the Section 5 DEIS. 

Bottoms 

This site consists of a large existing and privately owned scrub/shrub wetland that is connected to a 
property owned by the Sycamore Land Trust and also a unit of the Muscatatuck National Wildllife 
~}. The PMT is investigating whether this site is in the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP} 
program. The PMT has not been able to contact the property owner to discuss the WRP. Therefore, this 
site is being removed from the proposed mitigation site list for Section 5. Also, the response from 
USFWS indicated that forest mitigation was not prefeiTed from an existing scrub/shrub wetland. EPA 
concurs that this site be dropped from fmiher consideration. 

Ferguson Park 

This is a 45 acre 45-acre proposed mitigation site that could be used for forest, stream, and wetland 
mitigation, and possibly for stream mitigation. The site is owned by the Monroe County Parks and 
Recreation Department; however, it is cuiTently being farmed and is now in row crop production. The 
county would like to have a canoe launch at this site to launch canoes into Beanblossom Creek. The 
parks department would also like to have a walking trail in the field around the proposed emergent 
wetlands and woods. The agencies requested some description of the material that will be used for this 
trail. The PMT will coordinate with the £parks and _Rrecreation Ddepartment to see if this can be 
determined. The existing wetland/bottomland woods at this site is proposed for forest mitigation and the 
field is proposed for reforestation and possibly emergent wetland development. IDEM and EPA 
suggested that the PMT complete additional hydrology studies in this area to further justify the chance of 
success for wetlands in the field. Due to the com growing in the field, a full review of this site was not 
possible. In summary, all of the agencies agreed this is a good mitigation site. EPA: INDOT is proposing 
a 3-4 acres of emergent wetland restoration at this site. EPA believes this site has the potential to be a 
good mitigation site. 

Whisnand 

This property is an 85 aere 85-acre mitigation site that is being proposed for forest mitigation. This site 
consists of both existing forest preservation and reforestation. There are many karst features located 
within this proposed mitigation site that would be protected. All of the agencies agreed that this would be 
a good mitigation site for forest mitigation. 

Beanblossom Creek 

This is a 58 aere 58-acre mitigation site that includes both upland forest preservation and bottomland 
reforestation. There is the potential for wetland development in the bottomland fields that currently has 
not been investigated completely,_-;---arul INDOT and PMT offer the recommendation that additional 
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studies on soils and hydrology are needed to provide a rational rationale for expected success of any 
proposed wetland restoration on this mitigation site. EPA: INDOT needs to identify the potential 
wetland development area in future submittals. There is an active bald eagle nest located on this property 
that would be protected. In summary, all of the agencies agreed that this is a good mitigation site. EPA: 
we believe that the agencies agreed it was a good site for Section 7 mitigation. 

Summary 

The 2-day tour was productive in reviewing with the agencies the currently proposed mitigation sites for 
forest, stream, and wetland mitigation in Section 5. It was noted that the overall impacts in Section 5 
have not been finalized. 

As part of the tour, two revisions were necessary in the text. Indian Creek crossing is not part of Section 
5, but will be studied in Section 6. The current linear feet of streams within the existing SR 37 right of 
way FJW is 67,436 and not 67,673 as shown in binder. Please make such revisions in your binder. Also 
and with these minutes, the PMT is attaching new and "revised" sheets for Leonard Springs and Modesto. 
These attachments replace those pages in your binder. If you should have any questions, please contact 
INDOT or PMT. 

INDOT, FHW A and PMT would like to thank all of the agencies for taking the time to go out in the field 
over this 2-day period and look at these 21 sites. Thank you again! 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

Daniel Townsend 

Bloomington Field Office (ES) 
620 South Walker Street 

Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273 

September 13, 2012 

Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
6200 Vogel Road 
Evansville, IN 47715-4006 

Dear Mr. Townsend: 

This letter is in response to your email dated August 20, 2012 requesting comments on the 
summary notes for the two-day Section 5 mitigation tour held on July 24-25, 2012. Please find 
site-specific comments for several ofthe proposed mitigation properties below. If no comments · 
are provided for a certain site then we agree the site is acceptable for Indiana bat forest 
mitigation. Keep in mind that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is reviewing each 
site for its potential to provide suitable roosting and foraging habitat for the Indiana bat. While 
all of the sites provide some ecological benefit by being restored and/or preserved, not all sites 
are appropriate to be considered as mitigation for impacts to Indiana bat habitat. 

Waverly Bog 

We agree this site is appropriate for Indiana bat forest mitigation. Although the site is physically 
in Section 6, its proximity to a known Indiana bat maternity colony, unique habitat, and the threat 
of development make the property a good candidate for mitigation. We concur that mitigation 
credit for this property can be given for Section 5 of the project and in return, once Section 6 
work starts, we highly recommend that a similar amount of acreage be sought back in Section 5 
(within one of the maternity colony areas) to complete the mitigation requirement in Section 6. 
Essentially, based on the critical timing issues associated with this site, INDOT will be 
"swapping" this property in Section 6 with a property in Section 5 at a later date. 

Ravinia Woods 

As mentioned in the notes from the agencies' tour, the USFWS has concerns about the use of the 
Ravinia Woods site for Indiana bat forest mitigation. The proposed site is within an area 
managed by the Indiana Department ofNatural Resources Division of Forestry. Currently, the 
management of state forests in Indiana does not meet the expectations of an Indiana bat 



mitigation property for the 1-69 highway project. Sites protected or restored for the purpose of 
providing Indiana bat roosting and foraging habitat should be managed specifically for the 
Indiana bat including, first and foremost, the prohibiting of any tree-clearing activities. These 
activities have the potential to negatively affect the Indiana bat and are in direct conflict with the 
objective of developing forest mitigation for the bat. 

Big Bend 

This site is appropriate for forest mitigation. We would also support the acquisition of some of 
the adjacent agricultural pockets for reforestation if that is a possibility. 

Maxwell Hill 

We concur that this site is not appropriate for Indiana bat forest mitigation based on the property 
size and location along existing S.R. 37. 

Little Indian Creek 

After further consideration, including a closer look at the proposed Liberty Church Road 
interchange/overpass and access roads, we no longer feel this site provides adequate benefits to 
the Indiana bat in the form of forest mitigation. Although reforestation and stream improvements 
are warranted at this location, these habitat enhancements will most likely be off-set by the 
impacts incurred as a result of new construction surrounding the mitigation site. It appears that 
Little Indian Creek will be impacted by new road construction in several locations just a few 
hundred feet downstream of the planned improvements. It is assumed that local traffic using the 
new access roads and entering and exiting the new interstate at this location will increase and 
therefore create a hazardous crossing area for any bats attempting to use the newly enhanced 
habitat on the east side of the interstate. We do not have any issue with the water resource 
improvements being pursued, however the site is not suitable for Indiana bat forest mitigation. 

Chambers Pike 

See comments for Ravinia Woods regarding management by IDNR Division of Forestry. 

Griffith 

While the western portion of the property appears suitable for Indiana bat mitigation, particularly 
because of its proximity to other mitigation properties, the area that is slated for reforestation is 
less desirable due to its more isolated position between the proposed frontage road and the 
interstate. Reforestation efforts should be focused in larger, block areas away from the roadway, 
where barriers and breaks in habitat are limited. Because this small area is part of a larger parcel 
and only accounts for one acre of reforestation, we agree this acreage can be included as forest 
mitigation. 

i 
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Victor Pike 

We agree that this site is worth pursuing. According to our contaminants biologist, parts of Clear 
Creek are contaminated with PCBs. Sites with heavy sediment loads are of more concern since 
PCBs adhere to the sediment particles. This portion of Clear Creek has a limestone bottom and 
sedimentation is most likely an issue. The USFWS does not recall any discussion of 
contaminants related to this site therefore we suggest more information be gathered and shared 
with the agencies prior to finalizing the acceptance of this site. Even if the soils and sediment 
show some potential for PCB contamination, it may not preclude the site from being used as an 
Indiana bat mitigation site since we know Indiana bats already use the area and improvement to 
Clear Creek and the surrounding habitat could still be beneficial to the species; however, it may 
affect how and where "dirt work" occurs and even possibly work on the log jam that was 
mentioned in the notes since that could result in movement of sediment. 

Leonard Springs 

After additional review of information for this site, the USFWS does not feel this site is suitable 
for Indiana bat forest mitigation. The site is located within the city limits of Bloomington, 
Indiana and the nearest Indiana bat record is just over two miles west of the property, on the 
opposite side of the proposed new interstate. In order for Indiana bats to use this site they would 
have to cross the new interchange and interstate area into the more urban parts of the area. Based 
on current research, Indiana bats are not known to use suburban nor urban areas for foraging 
and/or roosting. 

Switchyard Park 

We concur that this site is not suitable for Indiana bat mitigation. 

Bottoms 

We concur with this site being removed from the list of proposed mitigation sites. 

Bean Blossom 

As previously discussed, reforestation efforts should be focused in large, contiguous areas away 
from the roadway, where barriers and breaks in habitat are limited. The eastern portion of the 
site will preserve existing habitat along Bean Blossom Creek and is acceptable for forest 
mitigation; however, we have concerns on the suitability of the portion of the project that will be 
located between the interstate and Business SR 37. It appears that new access roads, and 
possibly a new interchange, will be constructed at this location and impact the stream and other 
adjacent habitat. It is unlikely that, as traffic increases and more cars are moving off and on the 
interstate in this area, that the pocket of habitat between the roadways will be valuable for 
Indiana bats. In fact, depending on the amount of roadwork and the size of the habitat gap that is 



created, it may be hazardous for bats to fly back and forth in this area. We recommend that the 
western portion of this mitigation site not be used for Indiana bat forest mitigation. 
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Although several properties were not considered suitable for Indiana bat forest mitigation, that 
does not eliminate their potential use for water resource mitigation requirements. We understand 
that several new properties are currently being evaluated for mitigation opportunities, including 
two properties within the Bryant Creek Maternity Colony and one within the newly discovered 
Lamb Creek Maternity Colony. We appreciate the continued effort in focusing the Indiana bat 
forest mitigation within the known Indiana bat maternity colony areas as these locations will be 
under increasing development pressure in the coming years. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this stage of the mitigation planning. We look 
forward to continued coordination for the development of mitigation properties for Section 5 of 
the I-69 project. If you have any questions about our recommendations, please call Robin 
Me Williams Munson at (812) 334-4261 (Ext. 1207). 

Sincerely y 

Scott E. Pruitt 
Field Supervisor 

cc: Daniel Townsend, Bernardin Lochmueller & Associates, Inc., 6200 Vogel Road, 
Evansville, IN 4 7715-4006 

Jason Randolph, IDEM, Office of Water Quality, Indianapolis, IN 
Matt Buffington, IDNR, Division ofFish and Wildlife, 402 W. Washington St., 

Room W273, Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Deborah Snyder, COE, Indiana Regulatory Office, 9799 Billings Rd, Indianapolis, IN 46216 
Michelle Allen, FWHA, 575 N. Pennsylvania St., Rm. 254, Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Sandra Flum, INDOT, 100 N. Senate Av., Rm. 642, Indianapolis, IN 46204 

ES: RMunson/August 13, 2012/Mitigation Tour comments 09132012 REM.sep 
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Gillette, Kia <KGillette@blainc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 5:39 PM
To: Peyton, James; Hamman, Mary Jo
Subject: FW: IDEM comments upon Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation 

Report...Section 5, SR 37 south of Bloomington to SR 39

Jim and Mary Jo, 
 
Please see below for IDEM comments on the Section 5 karst report. 
 
Thanks, 
Kia 
 
Kia M. Gillette 
Environmental Biologist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150 
Indianapolis, IN 46268 
317.222.3880 Ext. 229 
317.695.0825 Mobile 
317.222.3881 Fax 
kgillette@blainc.com 
 
www.blainc.com 
 

From: SULLIVAN, JAMES [mailto:JSULLIVA@idem.IN.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 4:36 PM 
To: DuPont, Jason; Gillette, Kia 
Cc: Bock, Susan; Braun, Randy; CARROLL, PAT; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; JOHANSON, SCOTT; RANDOLPH, JASON; 
Wolf, Douglas R 
Subject: IDEM comments upon Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation Report...Section 5, SR 37 
south of Bloomington to SR 39 
 
Kia/Jason, 
Below are our comments upon the Tier 2 Studies/Draft Karst Feature and GW Flow Investigation Report...Section 5, SR 
37 south of Bloomington to SR 39.   The comments are provided by Scott Johanson, Science Services Branch, Office of 
land Quality.  If you have any questions we both will be attending the field day tomorrow…. Thanks, Jim 
 
The plan calls for the widening of the current SR 37 to three lanes in both directions and widen the shoulders.  This will 
increase the volume of run‐off that needs to be handled.  Additional run‐off should not be allowed in the following areas 
(if possible the amount of run‐off should be reduced) 
  
1) Along the east side of current SR‐37 between the railroad over pass and the proposed location of the new 17th street 
/ Vernal Pike bridge. 
  
2) Along the west side of current SR‐37 between the south side of SR‐46 interchange and Hunter Valley Road. 
  
The proposed drainage changes to the upper portion of the Illinois Central Spring drainage basin are acceptable and 
should not increase flow to the spring. 
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Preliminary drawings of the area to the north of the SR‐46 interchange show that a hydraulic diversion structure will be 
constructed to divert flow to the south (into Stouts Creek upstream of Bennett’s Dump) and to the north (into abandon 
quarries to the north east of Bennett’s Dump).  In both cases the figure shows the diversion discharging to abandon 
quarries.  These quarries are in close proximity to the passive drain system installed at Bennett’s Dump.  Run‐off should 
not be discharged into the abandon quarries unless it can be shown that the quarries are not connected to the passive 
drain system.  Dye tracing will be needed to prove this. 
  
Figure 5 of 16 in Appendix N of Appendix Y does not identify Bennett’s dump.  Conservative buffers are needed for this 
site.  If plans call for discharging run‐off to the quarry features between SR‐46 and Hunter Valley Road, these features 
will need to be dye traced to show additional run‐off will not affect the remedial measures at Bennett's dump.  
 
Scott Johanson, LPG   # IN 1813 
Geological Services 
Science Services Branch 
Office of Land Quality 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
(317) 234‐0996 FAX: (317) 234‐0428 
(800) 451‐6027 
sjohanso@idem.IN.gov 
 
 
James Sullivan, Chief 
Ground Water Section 
IDEM 
317/234-7476 



From: jallen@dnr.in.gov
To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Date: Friday, December 21, 2012 10:15:08 AM

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction for Section 5

Name: Jim Allen
Email: jallen@dnr.in.gov
Street Address: 772 Yellowwood lake Road
City/State: Nashville, IN
Zip Code: 47448

Comments:

Dear Sir or Madam, My name is Jim Allen and I am
the Property Manager for Yellowwood and Morgan-
Monroe State Forest. I have reviewed the
information found in Alternative 8 for Section 5. I
am in favor of this alternative as it is laid out as long
as the following items are included in finale design;
- If Sample Road interchange is built, keep the
access road that connects with Chambers Pike Road
so our visitors will continue to have easy access
from the south - Keep the overpass at Chambers
pike to give us good access to our property on the
west side of 37 - If Liberty Church interchange is
built, keep the access road that connects with Old
37 to allow our visitors easy access from the north -
Install signage at each of the above interchanges to
direct people to our property - At Chambers Pike,
keep the access road that connects with Burma
Road to provide good access to our property Thank
you

Subscribe: YES

mailto:jallen@dnr.in.gov
mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org
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 United States Department of the Interior 
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 

        
January 2, 2013 

9043.1 
ER 12/778 
 
Mr. Rick Marquis 
Acting Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania Street, Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
 
Dear Mr. Marquis/Ms. : 
 
As requested, the Department of Interior (Department) has reviewed the October 2012 Tier 2 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project, 
Section 5, between Bloomington and Martinsville in Monroe and Morgan Counties, 
Indiana (EIS#: FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D).  With respect to those portions of the document for 
which the Department or its bureaus have jurisdiction or special expertise, we are providing the 
following comments and recommendations for your consideration. 
 
Section 4(f) Comments 
 
The DEIS considers effects to two identified properties in the project study area eligible to be 
considered under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (codified at 49 
U.S.C. 303§ 771.135) associated with the Tier 2 study of Section 5 of the I-69 Evansville to 
Indianapolis project.  Section 5 begins at State Route (SR) 37 southwest of Bloomington and 
continues to SR 39 in Martinsville. The study area for Section 5 includes Monroe, Owen, 
Greene, Brown and Morgan counties. Section 5 is approximately 21 miles in length.  The Section 
5 project consists of upgrading SR 37 to interstate highway standards. SR 37 is a four-lane, 
divided highway which has multiple, diverse access points. Most of these access points are at 
grade. 
 
This evaluation, prepared by Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) and Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), considered the impacts to Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, a 
recreational property, and the North Clear Creek Historic Landscape District, a historic property 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  Specific impacts depend upon the alternate 
chosen for implementation.  For the Wapehani Mountain Bike Park, INDOT and FHWA propose 
to make a de minimis determination for the impacts associated with two of the alternatives, 
though the preferred alternative avoids any use of the property.  For the North Clear Creek 
Historic Landscape District, the INDOT and FHWA also propose a de minimis determination 
because they have made a determination of No Adverse Effect to the property by the preferred 
alternative.  In both cases, neither the City of Bloomington, property owner/manager of the Bike 
Park, nor the State Historic Preservation Officer for the Historic District have concurred with the 
de minimis finding. 

 
 
 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
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The Department cannot concur with the INDOT and FHWA because there is no evidence that 
the City of Bloomington or the State Historic Preservation Officer have agreed to the 
determinations. We will reserve our concurrence with the hope that the Final EIS will present the 
necessary agreements. 
 
Chapter 8 [Section 4(f)] appears to be silent on properties owned by the FWS and/or properties 
that may have a federal interest (e.g., Pittman-Robertson & Dingell-Johnson funds) such as state 
wildlife management areas.  Please indicate if any such properties occur in the project area and if 
so, whether or not they may be affected. 
 
General Comments 
 
In contrast to the first four sections, which were developed on new terrain, Section 5 of I-69 
interstate project involves the upgrading of an existing, multi-lane divided highway, to a full 
freeway facility.  Most of the right-of-way used for Section 5 is already devoted to transportation 
use.  Overall, the preferred alternative for the I-69 alignment in Section 5 (Alternative 8) 
demonstrates a reasonable effort to avoid impacts to natural resources, including minimizing 
habitat fragmentation and impacts to karst features.   
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is greatly in favor of the Indiana Department of 
Transportation’s (INDOT) previous commitments to bridge the entire floodplains of various 
streams and rivers and encourages the continued employment of this practice within Section 5, 
where possible.  The FWS also strongly supports the proposed development of wildlife crossings 
throughout the Section 5 project area.  Because of the rural and densely forested nature of parts 
of the project area, minimizing habitat gaps and barriers to wildlife movement is very important. 
 
There are a couple of interchange options the FWS would like to address. With respect to the 
specific alternatives discussed for Subsection 5D, we recommend that the proposed partial 
Walnut Street interchange (Alternative 8, Option B) be considered in order to minimize impacts 
to wetlands, streams and floodplains in the Beanblossom Creek area.  We understand that this 
configuration will require special approval from the Federal Highway Administration in order to 
move forward.   
 
In addition, the FWS recommends that the interchange design at the Liberty Church Road 
intersection be carefully considered due to the proposed multiple crossings of Little Indian Creek 
and its tributaries.  This interchange is within the West Fork (White River) – Bryant Creek 
maternity colony area of the Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis).  Records indicate that the Indiana bat 
does use Little Indian Creek for foraging and/or traveling; a male bat was captured very near the 
proposed interchange location in 2004.  Little Indian Creek provides some connectivity between 
the West Fork White River west of existing S.R. 37 and forested areas east of the roadway.  Care 
should be taken to adequately size bridges to allow bats to cross under the roadways and also to 
preserve as much of the riparian corridor along the waterways as possible in order to maintain 
foraging habitat and forest cover.  It appears that Alternative 7 may result in fewer impacts to the 
streams in this area; if this is the case, this alternative (for Subsection 5F) should be explored in 
more detail. 
 
WATER RESOURCE IMPACTS 
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Page 5.19-34 indicates that a majority of the streams in Section 5 are low to moderate quality 
based on scoring using the Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) and the Headwater 
Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI).  While there are many ephemeral and intermittent streams 
with low HHEI scores, there are some that scored in the moderate to high range.  Overall, 99 of 
the 330 intermittent and ephemeral streams had scores either over 40 (30 for modified channels) 
or 60, which indicates a moderate or high potential to support diversity in stream plants and 
animals, respectively.  For perennial streams, approximately 40% of the 29 stream 
crossings/reaches had QHEI scores above 51, which indicates these streams are at least partially 
supportive of their aquatic life use designation.  Impacts from the project and further degradation 
of already impacted streams should be minimized and avoided.  This is of particular concern for 
Beanblossom Creek and Little Indian Creek (and their tributaries), which are crossed at several 
locations by the preferred alternative and are known to be used by the Indiana bat.  Bridging the 
floodplains and minimizing in-stream work and stream relocations should be a top priority.  
Furthermore, due to the steep terrain and karst topography in parts of the project area, proper 
erosion and sediment control is vital. 
 
The FWS is generally opposed to the realignment of stream channels unless there is no other 
alternative and the purpose involves public safety or protection of the stream itself.  Project cost 
should not be used to justify large alterations in stream channels unless it can be demonstrated 
that preserving the existing channel alignment would make the entire project cost-prohibitive.  
Adverse impacts resulting from channel alterations include loss of aquatic habitat, destabilization 
of the channel hydraulics and accelerated bank erosion and sedimentation.  We recommend the 
following measures be included where stream relocations are necessary: 
 

1.  Limit the length of channel to be realigned to the minimum necessary for the bridge 
construction. 
 
2.  If the channel reach to be realigned contains good bottom substrates (i.e. gravel, 
cobbles and boulders), stockpile this material and use it for substrate in the new channel. 
 
3.  Minimize the use of riprap and other artificial bank protection.  Use bioengineering 
techniques wherever possible. 
 
4.  If riprap is used, extend it below low-water to enhance aquatic habitat. 
 
5.  Construct the new channel with bank slopes and bottom elevations equivalent to those 
in the natural channel. 
 
6.  Use best methods to contain soil and sediment runoff during construction.   Use silt 
curtains or other devices at the downstream end of the project to contain bottom sediment 
in the newly excavated channel and to prevent it from adding to the downstream sediment 
load.  Maintain such devices by removal of accumulated sediment. 
 
7.  Plant native hardwood trees and shrubs in a zone at least 50 feet wide on both sides of 
the new channel. 

 
Finally, the application of the methods presented in the publication “Measuring the Impact of 
Development on Maine Surface Waters (Morse, chandler and S. Kahl.  2003) (Page 5.24-42) 
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may not be applicable in areas of karst topography such as are present in portions of Section 5 of 
the I-69 project. 
 
ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS 
 
The FWS’s concerns regarding I-69’s impacts to the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalis) and the formerly listed bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) have been addressed in a 
Revised Tier 1 Biological Opinion (BO) for this project, dated August 26, 2006 (amended May 
25, 2011).  Section 5-specific impacts to these two species will be detailed in a Tier 2 Biological 
Assessment (BA) being prepared by FHWA and INDOT, which the FWS’s Bloomington, 
Indiana Field Office will review prior to completion of the Section 5 Final EIS.  If impacts 
detailed in the Tier 2 BA are consistent with those analyzed in the Revised Tier 1 BO, the FWS 
will issue a separate Tier 2 Biological Opinion and Incidental Take Statement for Section 5 of 
the I-69 project and thereby complete consultation as required by Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (as amended).   
 
The DEIS does not discuss or mention the recent discovery of two new maternity colonies within 
the Section 5 project corridor.  This past summer (2012), during project-related Indiana bat 
surveys, INDOT’s consultants documented a new colony of Indiana bats, just north of the 
original colony.  In addition, during an unrelated survey, a separate colony was discovered along 
Beanblossom Creek, north of Bloomington.  This brings the total to three documented Indiana 
bat maternity colonies within the Section 5 corridor, for a total of 16 colonies project-wide.  
More in-depth information on these new colonies will be detailed in the Tier 2 BA and 
subsequent BO; however, the DEIS should document the recent discoveries of these two new 
colonies and update any text that references the presence of only one colony in Section 5.  
Furthermore, there are eight (8) documented Indiana bat hibernacula within five miles of the 
project right-of-way.   No Critical Habitat is present within the Section 5 project area.   
 
Although the bald eagle was removed from the list of threatened and endangered species in July, 
2007, it is still protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act).  On May 
20, 2008 the FWS issued regulations that created a new permit category to provide Eagle Act 
permits to entities previously authorized to take bald eagles through Section 7 Incidental Take 
Statements.  The FHWA and INDOT have indicated they will comply with the all permit 
requirements previously established for the bald eagle for this project through Section 7 
consultation.  The FWS is aware of one eagle nest in the vicinity of the project corridor, 
approximately 0.3 miles from the Section 5 Preferred Alternative and 0.5 miles from existing SR 
37.  The proposed construction activities are beyond the recommend 660 foot buffer as described 
in the FWS’s National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.  The parcel containing the eagle nest 
is proposed to be permanently protected via a conservation easement as part of the project’s 
mitigation activities. 
 
Lastly, the FWS recommends that a vehicle for funding the long term management (i.e. invasive 
species control, levee/berm repair, etc.) of mitigation sites be established.  This will help ensure 
the continued viability of these sites for the Indiana bat and other species, beyond the initial five 
to ten year monitoring period.  
 
 
KARST 
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Page 5.21-25: The discussion of buried sinks and sinkhole concerns for the SR45/2nd Street exit 
should include whether or not adding the split interchange for Tapp Road verses an overpass at 
Tapp Road increases the potential problem of roadbed failure and/or reopened sinkholes since 
the exits are so close to one another. 
 
Page 5.21-29:  In the discussion of potential increased impacts to the Cave A and B recharge 
areas there is no mention of the new Fullerton Pike Interchange (only the addition of a travel lane 
and wider shoulder, etc.).  Will the new interchange impact these recharge areas and if so, how?  
Could the new interchange be of “sufficient magnitude” to adversely affect the identified species 
in either Cave A or Cave B?  
 
Page 5.21-30: The DEIS cites study results from a highway project on SR 37 (Lawrence County) 
in the early 90’s.  These results indicated that construction-related activities elevated pollutant 
loadings to the subsurface during construction and that these levels returned to pre-construction 
levels two years after construction.  INDOT anticipates a similar pattern of pollutant loadings for 
Section 5 of the I-69 project.  Please address whether or not it is possible (20 years later and with 
better technology and methods), to substantially decrease the pollutant loading during 
construction in these sensitive karst environments and strive to return to pre-construction 
conditions in a time frame shorter than two years. 
 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
Page S-57:  The DEIS indicates that the Fullerton Pike corridor improvements have not been 
calculated or included in the cumulative totals (the project is in the early environmental planning 
stages).  At a minimum, some discussion should be included within Section 5.24, Cumulative 
Impacts, to acknowledge the likely karst impacts from the Fullerton Pike corridor improvement 
project.  Based on the footprint of the project alone, there will be impacts to the relevant karst 
area near the I-69 corridor where the proposed road improvements are expected to tie into the I-
69 project. 
 
Page S63, 2nd paragraph:  Please clarify whether Indiana bats were reported in Salamander Cave 
in 2009 or 2010.  The information the FWS has indicates they were most recently reported in 
2010.  
 
Page S68:  Please add karst training requirements, such as karst-specific field check meetings 
and awareness video, to the list of mitigation measures. 
 
Page 3-54: The table indicates that the alternatives pass through only one Indiana bat maternity 
colony.  This should be updated to include the Beanblossom Creek and Lamb’s Creek colonies.   
 
Page 3-81: Same issue as above. 
 
Pages 5.2-18-20:  This section discusses the availability of land for the displaced institutions and 
businesses.  Where is the available land and is it forested?  What type of impacts may occur if 
this land is developed? 
 
Page 5.3-81:  The DEIS does not have the first 4 figures that are referenced on this page. 
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Page 5.17-7:  Footnote 5 indicates only 14 Indiana bat maternity colonies are present within the 
summer action area of the I-69 project.  Need to include the Lamb’s Creek and Beanblossom 
Creek colonies. 
 
Page 5.17-7:  The last sentence introduces the WAA (winter action area) impacts with no 
previous description or mention of what or where the WAA is. 
 
Page 5.17-19:  Lamb’s Creek and Beanblossom Creek maternity colonies left out of DEIS 
discussion. 
 
Page 5.17-25:  Footnote 9. It is unclear if Cave B’s recharge area is within the Sec. 5 corridor 
(further comments on page 5.17-42 under Herbicide Use Plan suggest it is).  If so, please add 
map of Cave B’s recharge area.  Even if Cave B’s recharge area is not directly in the corridor, it 
may be useful to have a map of the area since it is referenced repeatedly in the DEIS. 
 
Page 5.17-39: Item number 9 indicates that the bridge with known Indiana bat use near Section 3 
is being monitored by the USFWS.  The bridge had been monitored by INDOT’s consultants, 
Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates for several years.  The USFWS is not formally 
conducting any monitoring of the bridge at this time.  The bridge is slated to be replaced in the 
next few years and is undergoing separate Section 7 consultation. 
 
Page 5.17-42:  The Herbicide Use Plan should be implemented within any area of the Section 5 
right-of-way known to contain karst features. 
 
Pages 5.18-16-17:  Any new crossings of Beanblossom and Little Indian Creeks (such as new 
access roads, exit ramps, etc.) should be addressed with respect to wildlife crossings. 
 
Page 5.19-35:  Fourth (4th) paragraph states that QHEI scores over 64 “…indicate a stream is 
partially supportive…”  This should be changed to “capable of supporting a balanced warm 
water community”. 
 
Pages 5.19-81-82:  Drainage Control and Hazardous Spill Response: What type of roadway 
design elements are being incorporated to reduce the risk of hazardous materials and pollutants 
entering streams, particularly those streams within the Indiana bat maternity colony areas? 
 
Page 5.19-88:  Please expand upon what role the USEPA has played in the karst study and 
assessment for Sections 4 and 5. 
 
Page 5.20-5:  Do forest impacts include the relocation of existing utilities and billboards? 
 
Table 5.24-3:  For Alternatives 5, 7, and 8, why is no induced growth shown to occur within the 
TAZs that include the Monroe Hospital complex (5301504, 5301511, and 5303311)?  Page 5.21-
26 indicates new development is likely in this area and Alternative 4 shows induced growth in 
these areas. 
 
The Indiana Department of Natural Resources recommends short light poles with shielded/direct 
light.  While we agree that non-diffuse, direct lighting is preferred, we recommend that light 
poles be at least 40 feet high to prevent bats that may forage around the lights from being struck 
by vehicles. 



 

 7 

 
Permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be needed for the proposed project.  Our 
recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for permit conditions would be 
consistent with our comments here. 
 
The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and INDOT to ensure that 
project impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  For matters 
related to fish and wildlife resources and federally listed threatened and endangered species, 
please continue to coordinate with Scott Pruitt, Field Supervisor, or Robin McWilliams Munson, 
project biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 620 South Walker Street, Bloomington, Indiana 
47403-2121, telephone: (812) 334-4261.  For continued consultation and coordination with the 
issues concerning the Section 4(f) resources, please contact Regional Environmental 
Coordinator, Nick Chevance, Midwest Regional Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront 
Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102; telephone 402-661-1844. 

 
      

      Sincerely, 
 

                                                                          
Lindy Nelson 

    Regional Environmental Officer 
 

Mr. Rick Marquis 
 
cc: Michelle Allen, FWHA, IN 

Paul Richert, FWS, MN 
Stephanie M. Nash, FWS, VA 
Nick Chevance, NPS-MWR-PC 
 

 
    

 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

January 2, 2013 

REPLY TO THE A TIENTION OF 

Richard Marquis, Acting Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration - Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Michael B. Cline, Commissioner 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 North Senate Ave., Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

E-191 

RE: 1-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville, Indiana. 
CEQ No. 20120340 

Dear Mr. Marquis ~d Mr. Cline: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 (EPA) reviewed the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A)/Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) I -69 Tier 2 Section 5 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Our review and comments are provided 
pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act. 

The Section 5 Tier 2 DEIS is the fifth of six expected Tier 2 DEISs that EPA has reviewed or 
will review for the 142-mile-long I-69Indianapolis to Evansville Project. Section 5 extends 
approximately 22 miles from State Road (SR) 37 south of Bloomington in Monroe County to SR 
39 in Morgan County. The Section 5 project is an upgrade of existing SR 37 to interstate 
standards substantially utilizing existing multi-lane SR 37 right-of-way. 

The No-build is identified and five build alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) undergo 
detailed analysis in the DEIS. Alternative 8 is identified as the DEIS-Preferred Alternative. 
Alternative 8 is substantially a hybrid comprised of various components of Alternatives 4, 5, 6 
and 7. Interchanges are proposed at Fullerton Pike, Tapp Road/SR45/2"d Street, SR 48/3rd Street, 
SR 46, Walnut Street, Sample Road, and Liberty Church Road. Currently two options have been 
retained for the Walnut Street Interchange: Option A (full interchange) or Option B (existing 
partial interchange). EPA prefers Option B because it minimizes wetland, stream and associated 
floodplain impacts. Overpasses would be located at Rockport Road, Vernal Pike, Arlington 
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Road, Kinser Pike, and Chambers Pike. Local access roads and new construction to existing 
local roads would be provided in portions of the Section 5 corridor where driveways and other 
roads currently connect to existing SR 37. 

Based on our review ofthe information in the DEIS, we believe there may be feasible 
modifications to Alternative 8 that have not been fully identified, assessed and! or discussed in 
the DEIS that may reduce impacts to resources of concern. These include providing an 
"emergency only" direct access to I-69 from the Hoosier Energy facility in order to reduce the 
extent of the proposed eastside access in order to further reduce water resource impacts in this 
portion (subsection SF) of the Section 5 corridor. 

EPA rates the DEIS preferred alternative as "EC-2, Environmental Concerns-Insufficient 
Information." In order to fully protect the environment, there may be additional changes to 
Alternative 8 that have not been fully identified or assessed in the DEIS; additional information, 
data and analyses, and discussion should be included in the Final EIS (FEIS). An explanation of 
our rating system can be found in the enclosure entitled, "Sunrmary of Rating Definitions and 
Follow-Up Actions." Our detailed comments and recommendations regarding the DEIS and the 
I-69 Section 5 project are enclosed. Our enclosed comments also include EPA's technical 
review of the Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report ( unredacted 
version) for Section 5. 

The Section 5 DEIS incorporates many of the recommendations we made on the I-69 Section 4 
DEIS to help inform better decision making as this project moves forward. For example, we 
commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2: Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Karst 
Terrain in the Section 5 DEIS, similar to what EPA recommended for Section 4. The tables list 
various karst features, BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross-reference to 
applicable INDOT Standard Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting point from 
which INDOT, the Karst Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) resource agencies, and 
contractors may consider for implementation in order to help protect the environment and public 
safety. 

EPA Class V Permits 
There will most likely be several sinkholes that would be modified for stormwater drainage for 
Section 5, which would be considered to be Class V wells under the Safe Drinking Water Act's 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) program. The DEIS correctly identifies that EPA is the 
agency that must be notified and would need to approve any Class V well construction. For 
additional information regarding EPA Class V permits and UIC program, contact Ross Micham 
of EPA's UIC Branch at 312/886-4237 or at micham.ross@epa.gov. 

Superfund Sites 
The DEIS addresses the highway drainage near the Bennett's Dump and Lemon Lane Landfill 
Superfund sites as EPA requested. Adding more drainage flow into the groundwater basins 
would negatively impact the site remedies for both Bennett's Dump and the Lemon Lane 
Landfill. The EPA Superfund program supports the mitigations in the preferred alternative to 
control drainage near the Bennett's Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund 
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program requests that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review 
to ensure the mitigations currently proposed are addressed. The EPA Superfund contact is 
Thomas Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or 
by email at Alcamo.thomas@epa.gov. 

Air Quality - Conformity 
The document is up-to-date and correct in terms of air quality conformity requirements and the 
consultation that has taken place, to date, on PM2.5 hot spot requirements. We look forward to 
continued consultation. After December 31,2012, Tony Maietta is EPA Region 5 Air and 
Radiation Division (ARD) contact for this project and may be reached by calling 312/353-8777 
or by email at maietta.anthony@epa.gov. 

Surface Water Resources 
We understand that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Clean Water Act (CWA), Section 
404 permitting process for Section 5 is likely to take place after FHW A issues the Record of 
Decision (ROD). EPA requests that FHW A/INDOT continue to coordinate all compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with EPA throughout the NEP A process and the 
CW A Section 401 water quality certification/404 permitting processes. Our participation in the 
July 2012 site tour of potential mitigation sites for I-69 Section 5 was beneficial and productive, 
and we would like that to continue. The EPA Watersheds and Wetlands Branch contact is 
Melissa Blankenship. Melissa may be reached by calling 312/886-6833 or by email at 
blankenship.melissalalcpa.gov. 

Mitigation 
Compensation mitigation identified in the DEIS has not advanced much from the Tier 1 
documentation. We recommend the FEIS include an updated discussion of the efforts made to 
date for identifying compensation mitigation for Section 5 and include an up-to-date preliminary 
compensation mitigation plan for Section 5. 

Summary ofOveralll-69 (Indianapolis to Evansville) Project Impacts 
We request the Section 5 FEIS include the updated running tally of the impacts to resources of 
concern of the overall I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville project. In the I-69 NEPA documents for 
Sections 2 and 3, this tally was found in Appendix ZZ and for Section 4 in Appendix KK. We 
continue to recommend that stream impacts and cumulative impacts to all resources of concern 
be added to the running tally. The DEIS indicates that a precise tally of cumulative impacts is 
not readily attainable. EPA suggests that at least an estimate of cumulative impacts is attainable 
and requests that they be included in the FEIS running tally of impacts. 

I-69 Mitigation Tracking and Annual Mitigation Tracking Report 
The DEIS includes a brief explanation of the I-69 mitigation tracking system that INDOT is 
using to insure that the overall I-69 project's impacts are identified and all Tier I and Tier 2 
NEP A mitigation measures as well as regulatory mitigation requirements are successfully 
implemented. To date, EPA has received two I-69 mitigation tracking aunual reports dated, 
February 22, 2010 and November 17, 2011. EPA requests two hard copies and 2 DVDs of the 
third I-69 mitigation tracking aunual report as soon as it is available. 
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lf you have any questions about EPA's comments, please contact Virginia Laszewski at 312-
886-7501 or email her at laszewski.virginia@epa.gov. When the Section 5 FElS is available, 
please send us 3 hard copies and 7 CDs, for our review. 

Sincerely, 

·.~~ 
Kenneth A. Westlake 
Chief, NEP A Implementation Section 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosures: 2 

cc: U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers- Louisville District, Attention: CELRL-OP-F, 
P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY 40401-0059 (Greg McKay) 

U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers- Indianapolis Regulatory Office, 9799 Billings 
Road, Indianapolis, Indiana 46216-1055 (Debra Snyder) 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services 
Office, 620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, lN 47403-2121 (Scott 
Pruitt/Robin McWilliams-Munson) 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Office of Water Quality, 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification Program, 100 N. Senate Avenue, 

MC 65-40, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2251 (Randy Braun/Jason Randolph) 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 402 W. Washington St., Rm W264, 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 (Matt Buffington) 
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EPA Comments Concerning the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, 
Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 5- Bloomington to Martinsville, Indiana 
CEQ No. 20120340 

Enclosure 1 of 2 
1-69 Section 5 DE IS 
EPA Letter dated 01/02/2013 

EPA's Section 5 Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) detailed comments, for 
the most part, follow the Chapter/Sub-Chapter (Section) order found in the DEIS and include 
EPA's comments on the unredacted version of the - I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville, Tier 2 
Studies, Draft Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report, Section 5, SR 37 
south of Bloomington to SR 39 (dated October 2012) (Draft Karst Report). Finally we provide 
several pages of DEIS errata for your consideration when preparing the Final EIS (FEIS). 

Chapter- SUMMARY 
S.7.1 Comparison of Alternative Impacts- Section 5 is divided into six distinct geographic 
(south to north) subsections (5A to 5F) to aid in evaluating and comparing between the five 
Section 5 build alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). The DEIS Sunnnary chapter presents 
a table of impacts by alternative for each geographic subsection (Tables S-3 through S-8) and 
Table S-9: Alternative Impacts Summary by Alternatives. These tables describe impacts for 
such categories as: I) costs of right-of-way acres, 2) number of displacements of 
residents/businesses, 3) number of noise receptors, 4) determinations for Section 4(f) of the 
Transportation Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 5) wetland acres, 
6) stream linear feet, 7) floodplain acres, 8) number of karst features and acres, 9) farmland 
acres, 10) managed land acres, II) upland forest acres, and 12) core forest acres. However, these 
tables do not identify or present impacts to wildlife in general, federally or state- listed species, 
hazardous waste sites, and wellhead protection areas. This additional information would provide 
a more complete picture of the type and amount of resources impacted and costs associated with 
each subsection and each build alternative. 

Recommendation: We recommend the above-discussed tables and all Section 5 
alternatives impacts summary tables be supplemented for the Final EIS (FEIS) to include 
impacts information for wildlife, federal and state-listed species, hazardous waste sites 
and wellhead protection areas. 

S.ll Mitigation - The last full paragraph on page S-69 states, "Mitigation measures for the 
Indiana bat include restrictions on tree cutting between April 1 and September 30 . .. " Page S-
67 states, "No trees with a diameter of three or more inches will be removed between April I and 
November 15 within the Winter Action Area and April 1 and September 30 within the Summer 
Action Area to avoid any direct take of Indiana bats. " 

Recommendation: We recommend the statement on page S-69 be corrected to read 
"Mitigation measures for the Indiana bat include restrictions on tree cutting starting on 
April] and continuing through September 30 or November 15 in the Summer or Winter 
Action Areas, respectively. ... " or simply " ... during defined periods . .. " 
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Chapter 1.0- BACKGROUND 
1.3 Project Location and Description. Karst geology and associated karst features (e.g., sink 
holes, caves, etc.) in the Section 5 Study Area are important considerations when determining, in 
part, locations for and the design of proposed interchanges and access roads, and the handling 
and treatment of storm water runoff during project construction and operation. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS incorporate the three karst regions in 
Section 5 into the "Geologic Setting" discussion in Sub-Chapter 1.3. Additionally, 
consider adding a "Geologic Setting" section and briefly describe the three karst regions 
or add them under the "Physiography Setting" section. 

Chapter 3 -ALTERNATIVES 
3.5 Preferred Alternative. Table 3-16: Section 5 - Potential Impacts of the Alternatives 
includes select resource impacts for Alternatives 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8. Cave impacts are not included 
in this table. In previous I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville project studies, as well as other 
transportation projects potentially affecting karst, caves garner a lot of attention. 

Recommendation: Please add the potential cave impacts of the Section 5 alternatives to 
Table 3-16. 

Chapter 4.0 -AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
4.2 Human Environment 
4.2.2. Physical Characteristics 
4.2.2.5 Community Facilities and Services -Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails (page 4.2-51 ). 
The DEIS identifies that the local bicycle clubs would like to see more and safer crossing points 
at the interchanges and at grade separations for the I-69 project. 

Recommendation: We recommend that INDOT continue to consult with the local bicycle 
clubs and the FEIS include an INDOT -required commitment that pedestrian/bicycle lanes 
be incorporated into select interchanges and grade separations identified as a result of this 
consultation. 

4.2.2.5 Community Facilities and Services- Wastewater (page 4.2-53). 
The DEIS identifies that only the City of Bloomington, the Town of Ellettsville, and the City of 
Martinsville provide sanitary wastewater services. The remainder oflandowners in Momoe and 
Morgan Counties use septic systems. 

Recommendation: The FEIS should disclose whether or not Momoe and Morgan 
Counties have adopted "Enhanced Septic System Regulations" as recommended in the 
I-69 Planning Toolbox for those areas with karst geology. 

4.3 Natural Environment 
4.3.1 Geology 
4.3.1.7 Karst and Springs (page 4.3-9). Paragraph 2 of this section reads, "Groundwater in 
karst terrain is contaminated easily because surface waters are channeled rapidly into the 
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subsurface via insurgence features - a surface feature that directs surface water into the karst 
groundwater system (i.e. sinkholes, swallet, losing and sinking streams)." 

Recommendation: Please revise this sentence, or add clarification, so the public may 
readily understand the concepts of insurgence, sinkholes, swallets, and losing and sinking 
streams without having to refer to the glossary when the terms are first used. Please add 
"insurgence features" to the glossary if this phrase is retained. 

Paragraph 3 of this section states "Unlined retention or detention structures . .. " 

Recommendation: To ensure readability for the public, please either explain the 
difference between these structures (indefinite vs. temporary holding) and add these 
terms to the glossary, or replace this phrase with "Unlined runoff water holding structures 
... "or something similar. 

4.3.2 Water Resources 
4.3.2.1 Groundwater Resources 
Private Wells (page 4.3-13). The DEIS is not clear here whether FHWA and INDOT are aware 
that private well inventory has been conducted in connection with the Lemon Lane Landfill and 
the Bennett's Dump Landfill by CBS Corporation, and that those records are public and 
available. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS acknowledge that FHW A and INDOT are 
aware that private well inventory has been conducted in connection with the Lemon Lane 
Landfill and the Bennett's Dump Landfill by CBS Corporation, and that those records are 
public and available. 

Surface Water Quality (page 4.3-20). Please note that significant remediation has occurred at 
the Lemon Lane Landfill Superfund site. These include PCB-contaminated sediment removal in 
streams and associated stream banks in the Swallowhole and Quarry Springs area and upgrades 
to the treatment plant at the head of Clear Creek/ Illinois Central Spring (ILCS) to treat up to 
6000 gpm of storm flows. 

Recommendation: We recommend FHW A/INDOT include this information in the FEIS. 

4.5 Hazardous Materials 
4.5.2 Potential Hazardous Waste Sites 
Bennett Stone Quarry (aka Bennett's Dump) (Page 4.5-10). Some of the information on this 
page regarding Bennett Stone Quarry is incorrect or needs to be updated. 

Recommendation: We recommend this section on Bennett's Stone Quarry be corrected 
and supplemented with the following information: I) The site is on one parcel owned by 
Star Quarry Inc. None of the site is on adjacent property parcels. 2) Five springs that 
have low levels of PCB contamination have been identified on the Bennett's Dump site: 
Mound Spring, Middle Spring, Mid-North Spring, North Spring, and Rusty Spring. 
3) Slurry wall installation is no longer under consideration at this Superfund site. 
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In the discussion of the Lemon Lane Landfill on page 4.5-9, the remedial actions are described 
and there is brief information included on their effectiveness. However, on page 4.5-10, while 
the remedial measures at Bennett Stone Quarry are described, there is no discussion of how 
effective they have been. This information is critical to painting a picture of the current status of 
the affected environment as either a contaminated area, an area that used to be contaminated but 
is no more, or an area whose ongoing remediation is not yet completed. 

Recommendation: Please add parallel content to the discussion of remediation at Bennett 
Stone Quarry in the FEIS. Also, briefly discuss the effectiveness of these actions to date 
in preventing PCB discharges to Stout Creek. 

Chapter 5.0- ENVIRONEMTNAL CONSEQUENCES 
5.1 Introduction and Methodology 
5.1.3 Phased Construction. The DEIS (p. 5.1-12) states, "Based upon its practices in Sections 
1 through 4, INDOT will construct Section 5 in segments smaller than the overall 21 miles. 
However, unlike the previous Section 1 - 4, which were generally built in sequential orderfrom 
start to finish, segments in Section 5 will be prioritized for construction based on several factors, 
including but not limited to: operational and safety needs at a particular location access for 
local residences and businesses with current direct access to SR 37, condition of the Existing SR 
3 7 pavement, timing of planned construction of the local road network adjacent to the project 
and acquisition of necessary right-of-way in particular areas slated for construction at a given 
time. " 

Recommendation: The FEIS should identify each Section 5 construction 
segment/component and identify/discuss its construction priority status. The FEIS should 
include a table that lists each construction segment/component in construction priority 
order and include proposed start and end dates for each segment's construction. The 
FEIS should also identify the proposed completion date for the entire Section 5 project. 

5.8 Environmental Justice 
5.8.4 Summary. The Summary states, "[a}fter completingfurther environmental justice review 
for Tier 2 Section 5, it was determined that none of the alternatives for Section 5 would have a 
disproportionately high or adverse effect on minority or low-income populations in the Section 5 
Study Area." However, a footnote found in Environmental Justice (EJ) Tables 5.8-9 through 
5.8-12 discloses that "[j]inal decisions regarding displacements will be made during design and 
right-of-way acquisition phases. Survey of individual households/businesses would be needed to 
identifY if displacement will be borne by minority or low-income individuals. " 

Recommendation: Since it is unknown at this time which minority and/or low-income 
residences or businesses will be taken, we suggest it would be more accurate to say, 
"there is a potential for disproportionate impacts to minority and/or low-income 
populations due to relocations. " We also recommend the FEIS identify potential 
mitigation measures that could be implemented to off-set the impacts, if applicable. 

The DEIS 8.5.4 Summary (page 5.8-22) provides the following quote: "In its comment letter on 
the Tier 1 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the United States Environmental 
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Protection Agency (USEP A) concurred 'the initial environmental review shows that none of the 
alternatives would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low
income populations in the Study Area. '" 

Recommendation: The FEIS should either remove the above mentioned EPA quote from 
the 8.5.4 Summary or the FEIS should better explain why EPA's environmental justice 
statement regarding the I-69 Tier l DEIS is applicable to a more detailed Tier 2 Section 5 
environmental justice analysis. 

5.9 Air quality 
Air Quality Conformity: The document is up-to-date and correct in terms of air quality 
conformity requirements and the consultation that has taken place on PM2.5 hot spot 
requirements. 

As stated in the documentation (page 5.9-9), we had consultation discussions with 
FHW A/INDOT/Consultants about the possible need for PM2.5 hot spot analyses for 
intersections in Morgan County, which is nonattainment for annual PM2.5. At the time ofthe 
consultation, specific traffic data was not available for the intersections. Further consultation is 
required to determine which intersections are projects of air quality concern. 

After December 20, 2012, all hot spot analyses mnst use the MOVES emissions model and 
quantitative analysis methodology per 75 Federal Register 79379. Projects that are of air quality 
concern will need a hot spot analysis consistent with EPA guidance document Transportation 
Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-;pot Analyses in P M2. 5 and P Ml 0 Nonattainment 
and Maintenance Areas. The guidance document can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/otag/stateresources/transconf/policy.htrn#proiect. 

FHW A requires hot spot analyses to be completed prior to the ROD. 

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS include the FHW A conformity 
determination, discussion and supporting documentation. 

After December 31,2012, Tony Maietta is EPA Region 5 Air and Radiation Division (ARD) 
contact for this project and may be reached by calling 312/353-8777 or by email at 
maietta.anthony@epa.gov. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) (pages 5.9-14- 5.9-15). A qualitative assessment of 
mobile source air taxies (MSAT) is provided in the DEIS. FHW A/INDOT "acknowledge that 
some of the project alternatives may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain 
locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain, and because of 
this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be estimated " The Bloomington 
urban/suburban area of Section 5 has a substantially higher population than other I-69 sections 
assessed so far. Exposure to diesel exhaust by construction workers and/or individuals that 
work, live or recreate near construction sites can have serious health implications. 

Recommendation: Because MSATs can cause adverse health impacts, especially to 
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vulnerable populations, such as children, the elderly, and those with existing respiratory 
health issues, EPA recommends the FEIS identify potential mitigation measures to 
decrease the exposure of these populations to increases in MSATs emissions during 
construction and operation of the proposed project. Such measures may include, but 
should not be limited to, strategies to reduce diesel emissions, such as project 
construction contracts that require the use of equipment with clean diesel engines and the 
use of clean diesel fuels, and limits on the length of time equipment is allowed to idle 
when not in active use (EPA recommends idling not exceed 5 minutes). 

Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change (page 5.9-7): One brief paragraph in the Section 5 DEIS 
is devoted to addressing greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project and climate 
change. The DEIS indicates that FHW A does not believe it is informative at this point to 
consider greenhouse gas emissions in an EIS. The DEIS goes on to identify that FHW A is 
actively engaged in activities with the USDOT Center for Climate Change to develop strategies 
to reduce transportation's contributions to greenhouse gases in particular C02 emissions, and to 
assess the risks to transportation systems and services from climate change. 

Recommendation: We recommend that the FEIS estimate the project's anticipated GHG 
emissions and steps to minimize those emissions. We also recommend the FEIS identify 
and discuss any anticipated effects of climate change on the project. For exan1ple, 
discuss any effects that predicted increases in the number and/or intensity of precipitation 
events due to climate change may have on sizing bridge spans, culvert openings, and 
stormwater management measures in order to accommodate such events and ensure 
project longevity, public health, and safety. 

5.16 Hazardous Waste Sites 
5.16.3.2 Superfund Sites 
The last full sentence in the last paragraph on page 5.16-4 states, "The combined treatment 
systems are expected to treat nearly 100% of the ILCS spring water and to treat 99.9% of the 
PCB mass from the receiving stream. " The preceding text says that the treatment plant captures 
water discharging from the ILCS and removes PCBs before the spring water enters surface 
water. There is no mention of surface water from the receiving stream being treated. Should the 
sentence quoted above read ". and to prevent 99.9% of the PCB mass from entering the 
receiving stream"? 

Recommendation: Please revise the text discussed above to better clarify the intended 
meaning. Note that the same text appears on page 5.21-23, paragraph 2, and should be 
revised in that location as well. 

On page 5.16-5, at the end of the third paragraph, the DEIS states, "updates from the upcoming 
release of the 5-year review will be included." The 5-year review was released in August 2012, 
likely after the content of this Section 5 DEIS was finalized. 

Recommendation: Please update this discussion in the FEIS to include the findings of 
this review. 
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5.16.5 Summary (Hazardous Waste Sites) 
Table 5.16-1 Summary of Hazardous Waste Sites summarizes suggested mitigation measures, 
which include: 1) for the ILCS as impacted by the Lemon Lane Landfill, "prevent highway 
drainage from entering ILCS recharge/treatment area; divert west to Stout Creek;" and 2) for 
the Bennett Stone Quarry, "prevent highway drainage from entering Bennett groundwater area 
by diverting either upstream or downstream of site to Stout Creek. " 

The Tier 2 DEIS addresses the highway drainage near the Bennett's Dump and Lemon Lane 
Landfill Superfund sites. Adding additional drainage into the groundwater basins would 
negatively impact the site remedies for both Bennett's Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The 
EPA Superfund program supports the mitigations in the preferred alternative to control drainage 
near the Bennett's Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund progran1 requests 
that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the 
mitigations proposed by Tier 2 DEIS are addressed. The EPA Superfund contact is Thomas 
Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or by email 
at Alcamo.thomas@epa.gov. 

Recommendation: The EPA Superfund program requests that the final Section 5 plans be 
made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier 
2 Draft Enviromnental Impact Statement are addressed. 

EPA supports the general concept of diverting additional highway ruuoff from entering the 
Wedge Quarry complex where the passive drain has been installed to lower grouudwater levels 
at the Bennett's Dump site. However, it is not apparent how such a diversion can be constructed. 
One possibility may be the diversion of runoff into Stout's Creek upstream of the passive drain 
and the Bennett's Dump site. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS discuss the feasibility of diverting ruuoff 
into Stout's Creek upstream of the passive drain and the Bennett's Dump site. In 
addition, potential impacts to Stout's Creek from such a diversion should be discussed 
and potential mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts to Stout Creek identified in 
the FEIS. 

5.17 Bald Eagles, Federal and State Threatened and Endangered Species 
5.17.3.3 State-Listed Species 
This section provides a species-by-species description of each state-listed species, their habitat, 
and potential impacts. DEIS Section 11.4- Agency Review and Coordination only mentions the 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) input to this part of the assessment as related 
to the box turtle. 

Recommendation: For the FEIS, please update this section to also summarize IDNR 
concurrence or revision recommendations on the DEIS impact analysis for state-listed 
species, including the cave-dwelling invertebrates for which considerable survey efforts 
were made. 
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5.19 Water Resources 
5.19.2 Surface Waters 
Seven intermittent stream segments and twelve ephemeral steam segments are identified as Class 
III Primary Headwater Habitat (PHWH) with the highest quality and potential to support a 
diverse array of flora/fauna (Table 5.19-13 Potential Stream Impacts and Potential Stream 
Relocation Lengths by Alternative, pages 5.19-53 to 5.19-73). According to the Field 
Evaluation Manual for Ohio's Primary Headwater Habitat Streams 2012, Class III PHWH 
streams are perennial streams in which the prevailing flow and temperature conditions are 
influenced by groundwater. They exhibit moderately diverse to highly diverse communities of 
cold water adapted native fauna1 The DEIS does not explain how application of Ohio's 
methodology translates to Indiana's headwater streams. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS explain how the application of Ohio's 
methodology translates to Indiana's headwater streams. 

All practicable alternatives must be explored to avoid impacts to natural streams and their 
riparian corridors to the maximum extent possible in accordance with the Clean Water Act 
(CW A) 404 (b )(1) Guidelines. If impacts are absolutely unavoidable, every effort must be made 
to maintain and/or replicate the quality of the resource that is impacted. 

INDOT's analysis considers a riparian zone to be any forested area that is adjacent to the stream 
within 100 feet on either side ofthe stream centerline. Rationale needs to be provided regarding 
why the riparian zone is restricted to 100 feet on either side. Further, the text suggests that it is 
only considered a riparian zone if it is forested. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS provide an explanation as to why the riparian 
zone is restricted to 1 00 feet. In addition, the FEIS should also clarity what constitutes a 
npanan zone. 

According to the DEIS, INDOT commits to continue to coordinate with both USACE and IDEM 
during the CW A Section 401 and CW A Section 404 permitting processes regarding the proposed 
stream mitigation (page 7-34) and throughout the development of the proposed mitigation sites 
that will be offered for compensatory mitigation (page 5.19-79). EPA strongly recommends that 
INDOT continue to coordinate all compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with 
USEP A throughout this process and the Section 401/404 permitting process. Our participation in 
the July 2012 site tour of potential mitigation sites for I-69 Section 5 was beneficial and 
productive, and we would like that to continue. 

Recommendation: EPA requests that FHW A/INDOT continue to coordinate all 
compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic resources with EPA throughout the NEP A 
process and the CW A Section 401 water quality certification and Section 404 permitting 
processes. EPA recommends the FEIS Summary and Chapter 7 - Mitigation include a 
commitment by INDOT to include EPA throughout the development of the Section 5 
proposed mitigation sites for impacts to aquatic resources. 

1 http://www.epa.ohio.gov/portals/35/wqs/headwaters/PHWHManual_2012.pdf 
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5.19.2.4 Mitigation- Wetlands, Open Water, Rivers and Streams (pages 5.19-82 to 5.19-
81). The DEIS does not identify the specific measures that INDOT will use to ensure that the 
applicable standard specifications and/or special provisions will be successfully implemented by 
the design and/or construction contractor in a timely fashion. Such measures might include, but 
need not be limited to, requiring an independent environmental monitor with authority to stop 
construction if adequate sediment and erosion control measures are not being implemented and 
properly maintained. INDOT construction contracts could include a provision to levy substantial 
monetary fines when a contractor fails to properly implement appropriate construction BMPs to 
protect surface and ground water quality. We are aware that INDOT established such 
accountability measures for its contractors on the Louisville Bridges project. 

Recommendation: The FEIS should identify and discuss the specific measures INDOT 
will take to help ensure that their construction contractors follow their construction 
standard specification and/or special provisions. 

5.19.3.3 Analysis 
Groundwater Quality (pages 5.19-88 and 5.19-89, last sentence): In general, EPA appreciates 
that the following statement is made here and elsewhere in the DEIS: "Per USEPA written 
comments on the Section 4 DEIS, a firm commitment has been made that if active groundwater 
flow paths are discovered, measures will be taken to perpetuate the flow and protect water 
quality, " However, please heed the following recommendation. 

Recommendation: EPA requests that INDOT commit to consulting with the EPA 
Superfund Project Manager prior to making any decisions regarding I-69 project 
manipulation of groundwater flow paths that might impact the Lemon Lane and/or 
Bennetts Dump superfund sites. 

5.21 Karst Impacts 
There will most likely be several sinkholes that would be modified for stormwater drainage for 
Section 5, which would be considered to be Class V wells under the Safe Drinking Water Act's 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) program. The DEIS correctly identifies that EPA is the 
agency that must be notified and would need to approve any Class V well construction. 
However, the DEIS does not specifically identify the karst features that could be considered 
Class V wells. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identify·the types of karst feature/s (e.g., 
sinkholes) that could be expected to be encountered within Section 5 that if modified for 
stormwater drainage would be considered Class V Injection wells. 

5.21.3.4 Karst Impacts by Alternative 
The DEIS states "For the purposes of the following discussions, the term "impact" means that 
portions of a karst feature are located within the rights-o~way of the Section 5 alternatives. " 
The text and table that precede this section reference studies and expert determinations related to 
the hydrologic connection of karst features and areas outside of the Section 5 corridor, as 
summarized in Table 5.21-l under the column "Relevant Karst **Outside of Section 5 
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Corridor. " However, the line quoted above seems to indicate that only features within the 
corridor, approximately 1/3 of the total relevant karst area, are considered when comparing 
impacts among the alternatives. 

Recommendation: Please correct this description of the approach to impact analysis 
(note that the "Relevant Karst Area" rows in Table 5.21-2 provide more points of 
comparison than are indicated in the quoted sentence). 

Paragraph 2 of this section states "Existing SR 37 was constructed in the 1970's and includes 
right-of-way that accounts for at least more than 50% of the karst impacts included in the jive 
alternatives. " 

Recommendation: Please clarify whether SR 3 7 accounts for at least or more than 50% 
of the impacts. 

5.21.3.7 Potential Impacts upon Threatened and Endangered Species and Cave Biota. The 
DEIS states (page 5.21-29), "The fauna identified in the 2005 biological survey . . . have 
become conditioned to the residential and transportation land use after more than 40 years of 
influence. Therefore, the project should not result in such changes of a sufficient magnitude to 
adversely ajjixt the identified state-listed .species. " Similar statements appear in the impact 
assessment for the troglobitic crayfish ( Orconectes inermis testii), a state-listed rare species, in 
Section 5.17 (page 5.17-25). However, this conclusion is not adequately supported by either 
observation or analysis, and the pollutant loading analysis (described below) seems to contradict 
the conclusion. 

On the page after this conclusion is presented, Section 5.21.3.8 (page 5.21-30) addresses the 
predicted pollutant loading during construction to the karst system, by predicting that a past 
pattern in the same area would be repeated: "there were elevated levels of total suspended solids 
(ISS) and total recoverable metals (FRM) for arsenic, copper, lead, and zinc to the subsurface 
associated with the during-construction activities for the SR 3 7 project. These levels returned to 
pre-construction conditions about two years after construction. This pattern is anticipated for 
the 1-69 construction." Neither Section 5.21 nor Appendix Y - Draft Karst Report (Section 
3 .6.1, where this stndy is described in slightly more detail) state how high these elevated 
concentrations were during the SR 37 project's construction phase, providing no quantitative 
basis for the conclusion presented. 

Moreover, the analysis in Appendix L of the Draft Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y), and 
summarized in Table 9 (page 80 of .the Draft Karst Report), indicates that pollutant 
concentrations to which these aquatic cave biota are exposed would approximately double for 
lead and mercury, and would increase by approximately 50% for copper and cadmium, and by 
10% for total nitrogen. That page very briefly states that the predicted concentrations "exceed 
the applicable water quality standards." Tables 2-1 through 2-8 in Appendix L of the Draft 
Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y) clearly show that both the current and predicted concentrations 
of these pollutants exceed the acute and chronic aquatic criteria, as indicated by the cells shaded 
in red. 
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Recommendation: The quantitative details of the pollutant loading analysis and its 
implications for potential impact to cave-dwelling aquatic species should be discussed in 
Section 5.21.3.7. If the aquatic criteria referenced in Tables 2-l through 2-8 in Appendix 
L of the Draft Karst Report (DEIS Appendix Y) are not clearly applicable to these 
species, then we recommend additional criteria or ecotoxicity data be identified and 
compared to the estimated concentrations. 

5.21.4 Mitigation. We note that a firm commitment has been added for Section 5 that if active 
groundwater flow path are discovered, measures will be taken to perpetuate the flow and protect 
ground water quality, as EPA requested for Section 4. 

We commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2: Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
Karst Terrain in the Section 5 DEIS, similar to what EPA recommended for Section 4. The 
tables list various karst features, BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross
reference to applicable INDOT Standard Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting 
point from which INDOT, the Karst Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) resource agencies, 
and contractors may consider BMPs for implementation in order to help protect the environment 
and public safety. 

5.24 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
The DEIS asserts that indirect impacts to water quality from wetland and stream impacts would 
be negligible because construction will be governed by the use of INDOT Standard 
Specifications, Special Provisions, and the IDEM Stormwater Quality Manual (pages 5.24-40, 
5.24-42, and 5.19-80). However, the DEIS does not explain how this will be done. This needs 
to be fleshed out more in the FEIS as it is a critical to understanding of the potential cumulative 
and indirect impacts of this project. 

Recommendation: The FEIS should include a discussion regarding how existing 
hydrology and ecological functions would be maintained in portions of wetlands and 
streams not directly impacted by construction activities within the ROW. As an example, 
in areas where portions of wetlands/wetland complexes would be directly impacted and 
the remainder of the wetland/wetland complex is directly abutting construction areas, 
explain how the functions and values of the avoided areas will be maintained. 

Recommendation: In order to avoid and minimize indirect impacts to streams and 
wetlands/wetland complexes during construction and operation, we recommend 
FHW A/INDOT consider developing for inclusion in the FEIS/ROD, a BMPs/INDOT 
Standard Specifications/IDEM Stormwater Quality Manual table similar to DEIS Table 
7.2: Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Karst Terrain (pages 7-56 through 7-59). 
The wetlands and streams tab leis would list the various stream and wetland scenarios 
found in the Section 5 study area, identify the corresponding potential BMPs that could 
be undertaken to protect the wetland and/or stream from indirect impacts, provide the 
citation to the corresponding INDOT Standards Specificationls or page in the IDEM 
Stormwater Quality Manual where tl1e BMP/s is/are found. This type of table would be a 
good starting point for INDOT/ IDEM/Contractors to consider when deciding which 
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BMPs to require/use during project construction in order to avoid and minimize indirect 
impacts to wetlands and streams in the Section 5 study area. 

Chapter 6.0- COMPARISION OF ALTERNATIVES 
Eastern Access Road (Subsection 5D)- The DEIS is not clear why the entire length of the 
currently proposed eastern access road in subsection 5D is needed. Why does the eastern access 
road need to provide access to two (Walnut Street and Sample Road), instead of one proposed I-
69 interchange area? We had previously requested that INDOT assess the feasibility of 
providing an emergency-only access to I-69 for Hoosier Energy in order to shorten the eastern 
access road in order to reduce impacts in Subsection 5D. The DEIS does not identifY and assess 
an I-69 emergency-only direct access for Hoosier Energy and shortened eastern access road as a 
possible option. 

Recommendation: In order to determine whether natural resources impacts can be 
further reduced, we recommend that INDOT /FHW A assess the feasibility of installing an 
emergency-use-only direct access to I-69 for Hoosier Energy in order to reduce the length 
of the eastern access road needed in Subsection 5D. This assessment, along with impacts 
information, should be included in the FEIS. 

Walnut Street Interchange (Subsection 5Dl- EPA finds the use of the existing partial interchange 
at Walnut Street (Alternative 8, Option B) preferable to construction of a fully directional 
interchange on new facilities (Alternative 8, Option A) because it would minimize impacts to 
wetlands, streams and associated floodplain areas. In addition, it is not clear if a partial 
interchange is a feasible interchange option here since FHW A has not yet determined whether 
approval would be given for a partial interchange at this location. 

Recommendation: The FEIS should include FHWA's partial interchange determination 
for the Walnut Street Interchange. 

Chapter 7- MITIGATION and COMMITTMENTS 
Compensation mitigation efforts for wetland, stream and forest impacts identified in the DEIS 
have not advanced much from the Tier l documentation. However, we are aware that additional 
work regarding potential compensation mitigation sites has taken place since Tier 1. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS include an up-dated discussion of the efforts 
made to date for identifYing compensation migration for unavoidable impacts in Section 
5 and include an up-to-date preliminary compensation mitigation plan for Section 5 

7.3 Section 5 Mitigation Measures and Commitments 
7.3.7 Hazardous Materials- Sites for Specific Measures (page 7-29): 
The EPA Superfund program supports the mitigation measures in the preferred alternative to 
control drainage near the Bennett's Dump and the Lemon Lane Landfill. The EPA Superfund 
program requests that the final Section 5 plans be made available to EPA and IDEM for review 
to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement are 
addressed. The EPA Superfund contact is Thomas Alcamo, Remedial Project Manager. Tom 
may be reached by calling 312/886-7278 or by email at Alcamo.thomas@epa.gov. 
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Recommendation: The EPA Superfund program requests that the final Section 5 plans be 
made available to EPA and IDEM for review to ensure the mitigations proposed by Tier 
2 DEIS are addressed. 

Section 7.3.4 Constrnction 
#4 Air Quality (page 7-20) and #17 Equipment Maintenance (page 7-22): 
The Bloomington urban/suburban area of Section 5 is a fairly populated I-69 section. Exposure 
to diesel exhaust by construction workers and/or individuals that work, live or recreate near 
construction sites can have serious health implications. 

Recommendation: In order to protect air quality in the project area during construction, 
we recommend INDOT consider additional strategies to reduce diesel emissions, such as 
project construction contracts that require the use of equipment with clean diesel engines 
and the use of clean diesel fuels, and limits on the length of time equipment is allowed to 
idle when not in active use (EPA recommends idling not exceed 5 minutes). 

11. Heavy Blasting (pages 7-21 and 7-22). The few measures identified here seem to address 
only caves with bat populations. It is possible that caves without bats could also be affected by 
blasting. Shouldn't there be some initial limits on peak particle velocity or minimum radius from 
the blast site to a cave location? 

Recommendation: Please include a discussion in the FEIS of blasting limitations that 
have been used on other karst highway or building projects. 

7.3.9 Wetland Impacts (pages 7-31 and 7-32), 7.3.12 Water Body Modifications (pages 7-34 
to 7-36), and 7.3.14 Water Quality Impacts - (pages 7-38 and 7-39). EPA appreciates that 
FHW A/INDOT have to date coordinated on compensatory mitigation for impacts to aquatic 
resources. 

Recommendation: EPA recommends the FEIS Summary and Chapter 7 - Mitigation 
include a commitment by INDOT to include EPA throughout the development of the 
Section 5 proposed mitigation sites for impacts to aquatic resources. We request that 
FHW A/INDOT coordinate with us throughout the NEP A process and the CW A Section 
40 I water quality certification and CW A Section 404 permitting process. 

7.3.14 Water Quality Impacts (pages 7-38 and 7-39). The Headwater Habitat Evaluation 
Index (HHEI) is a relatively rapid habitat evaluation procedure. Similarly, the Qualitative 
Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) is a method for evaluating stream habitat quality. The QHEI 
and HHEI alone do not tell the full story about potential impacts to water quality. To achieve a 
more robust understanding of the baseline conditions of streams and potential water quality 
impacts resulting from impacts to the streams, biological and chemical data should be collected 
and analyzed along with the physical habitat data. 

Recommendation: Please consider the recommendation in our September 13,2012, letter 
providing comments on INDOT's Section 5 Draft Tour Summary that existing aquatic 
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resources located at potential compensatory mitigation sites be identified and assessed as 
early as possible in the process so that we may better understand the baseline conditions 
of these sites. 

Recommendation: Hydrology studies should also be performed on the potential 
mitigation sites as recommended by IDEM during the July 2012 tour. 

7.3.17 Karst. We commend the inclusion of Tables 5.21.3 and 7-2: Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) in Karst Terrain in the Section 5 DEIS. The tables list various karst features, 
BMPs that may be implemented, and a numerical cross-reference to applicable INDOT Standard 
Specifications. The tables could serve as the starting point from which INDOT, the Karst 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) resource agencies, and contractors may consider BMPs 
for implementation in order to help protect the environment and public safety. 
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EPA Technical Adequacy Review ofthe I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Tier 2 Studies
DRAFT Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow Investigation Report, Section 5, SR 37 

south of Bloomington to SR 39, 
Confidential Information, dated October 2012. 

[Note: A redacted version of the Draft Karst Report is included in Appendix Y of the Section 5 
DEIS.] 

For the most part, the karst report is thorough and well presented. The Section 5 karst report 
addresses most of the comments EPA generated regarding the I-69 Section 4 karst report 
regarding the lack of defined mitigation alternatives and bias sampling. The graphics appear to 
present the field data and findings in a clear and concise manner. Our specific Draft Karst 
Report comments follow. 

1.0 Introduction 
On page 12, the report uses several specific geologic terms or adjectives when describing the 
limestone. 

Recommendation: Please add micritic, pellatal, bioclastic, calcarenite, and calcareous to 
the glossary as Geologic Terms. 

1.5.2 Bloomington North and Simpson Chapel Karst 
On page 13, the report states, "[i]he loess was deposited during the Pleistocene Age (Gates, 
1962) and is highly erodible and prone to the formation of soil pipes. " 

Recommendation: We recommend that the above statement regarding loess may be 
better stated as " ... is highly erodible and subject to soil piping or soil migration. " 

6.0 Recommendations 
ln Section 6.1, Best Management Practices, as well as in the Executive Summary, it is stated 
that "Procedures to reduce the impacts to karst will be implemented in accordance with INDOT 
Standard Specifications and the 1993 Karst MOU . .. " Unless BMPs have been adopted in the 
last year, there are no karst specific BMPs or mitigation alternatives in the INDOT Standard 
Specifications. 

Recommendation: We suggest amending the above statement as follows: "Procedures 
to reduce the impacts to karst will be implemented in accordance with applicable but not 
karst specific INDOT Standard Specifications ... " [" ... and other BMPs identified in 
the Section 5 DEISIFEISIROD and Draft/Final Karst Feature and Groundwater Flow 
Investigations Report and the 1993 Karst MOU . .. "] 

Appendix L - Pollutant Loading Estimate Tables and FHW A Methodology 
Annual Pollutant Load Calculations - Appendix L of the karst report displays the modeling 
outputs for pollutant loading, and reproduces the pages from an FHW A training course where the 
modeling approach was provided. Limited to no information/discussion is presented in the DEIS 
regarding the validity, applicability and uncertainty of the modeling that was conducted for 
pollutant loading analysis in Appendix L. 
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Recommendation: Please provide information on the validation, applicability, and 
uncertainty of the modeling that was conducted for the pollutant loading analysis in 
Appendix L. A summary of this infonnation should also be provided in DEIS/FEIS 
Section 5.21.3.8 Pollutant Loading Analysis. Please address the following: 

• Validation: Has this model been found to predict pollutant loads from 
highway runoff reasonably well? Please summarize and cite, as appropriate, the 
results of validation studies. 

• Applicability: This model was developed before the phase-out of leaded 
gasoline; does this have any effect on the results predicted for a 21 51 century 
scenario? 

• Uncertainty: A discussion of the uncertainty in the results should also be 
provided, particularly in light of the cautions in the model documentation itself 
(starting on page 8-22 in Appendix L: I) "The procedure should be limited to 
non-winter periods," 2) "Long dry periods and overlapping storms present 
predictive problems in determining the pre-storm surface load" [consider in terms 
of recent years' recurring droughts], and 3) "Construction activities are difficult 
to simulate unless monitoring data is [sic] available to determine K1 values." 

This additional information will provide a more solid basis for using these modeling results 
in impact assessment, mitigation planning, and decision-making. 
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1-69 Tier 2 Section 5 DEIS Errata 
EPA's review ofthe Section 5 DEIS found that numerous erroneous referrals to Figures and/or 
Tables in the DEIS for specific information. This often made review of the information in the 
EIS confusing and needlessly time consuming. We identify some, but not all of this figure/table 
referral errata and general text errata, in our comments below. 

Recommendation: We recommend that FHW AJINDOT /Consultants carefully review the 
EIS and make sure that all FEIS referrals to figures/tables, and text are correct/accurate. 

Table of Contents 
Table of Contents (continued), Volume II- Appendices, Located on DVD, page xxi]. The 
heading (i.e., "List of Figures") for the list of Appendices on page xxi is incorrect. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS re-title the heading as "List of 
Appendices." 

Chapter 1 -Background 
FIGURE 1-3: Tier 2 Section 5 Study Corridor (page l-20). The figure's legend does not 
provide an icon that specifically identifies the Section 5 corridor. The legend provides an icon 
(yellow zig zag line) that identifies a Section l location. The geographic extent of the figure 
does not include the Section l Corridor area. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS provide a corrected version of the legend 
for Figure l-3. 

Chapter 3 - Alternatives 
3.1.4 Traffic Modeling (page 3-4): The last sentence here incorrectly states: "The I-69 
Corridor Model documentation, which provides the technical documentation for the Tier 2 
traffic forecasting methodology, is included as Appendix DD, MOT, Queue Analysis." 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS correctly identifY the "The I-69 Corridor 
Model documentation, which provides the technical documentation for the Tier 2 traffic 
forecasting methodology, is included as Appendix GG, MOT, Queue Analysis." 

3.2.1 Methodology (page 3-9, Step #5): The fifth step in FHW AJINDOT's consultant's 
alternatives methodology incorrectly implies that the preferred alternative identified in this DEIS 
has the blessings of the environmental resource and permitting agencies. 

Recommendation: Unless there is written correspondence up to the time that the DEIS 
was published that explicitly shows that one or more of the agencies agree with the DEIS 
identified preferred Alternative, then the FEIS must clarifY that the DEIS identified 
preferred alternative is only FHW A's and/or INDOT's and/or 
FHW A/INDOT/Consultant's preferred alternative and not the resource and/or permitting 
agencies' preferred alternative. 
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3.3 Screening of Alternatives 
The information depicted in Tables 3-7 and 3-8 is not explained in the Tables and the text is 
confusing. For example, please clarify what is meant by: "It should be noted that VMT 
increases to a much greater degree than VMT" (5th sentence, page 3-60). 

Recommendation: We recommend that additional information be included in the above 
mentioned Tables in the FEIS so that the reader can interpret the information the tables 
are trying to convey. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS reconcile the VMT and VHT shown in 
3.3.!.! Congestion, Table 3-7 and Table 3-8 with munbers provided in the text in 3.3.1.3, 
Transportation Performance Measures Summary, Total Congested VMT and Total 
congested VHT (pages.3-62 and 3-63). 

Table 3-9 Build Versus No-Build Safety Comparison (page 3-62). 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS reconcile the difference in the numbers 
reported in Table 3-9 and the numbers provided in the text in 3.3.1.3 Transportation 
Performance Measures Summary, Safety (p.3-63). 

Chapter 4- Affected Environment 
Section 4.2- Human Environment (page 4.2-28, last sentence): Do you mean State Road (SR) 
3 7 instead of SR 27? 

Recommendation: We recommend the correct roadway be identified here in the FEIS. 

Chapter 5- Environmental Consequences 
5.19 Water Quality Impacts 
Page 5.19-34 of the DEIS states that Figure 5.19-2 shows the streams by type (perennial, 
intermittent, and ephemeral, location, and relationship to the alternatives in Section 5. However, 
Figure 5.19-2 Section 5 Streams (pages 5-19.106 through 5.19-119, sheets l to 14) makes no 
distinction between perennial, intermittent and ephemeral stream types. 

Recommendation: We recommend that for the FEIS, either the text should be corrected 
or the figure/s that shows Section 5 Stream impacts should distinguish between perennial, 
intennittent and ephemeral stream locations in relation to the alternatives. 

5.19.2.5 Summary (page 5.19-83, third to last sentence): Table 5.19-16 does not provide a 
summary of potential surface water resource impacts by alternative as stated here. Table 5.19-16 
Potential Open Water Impacts (page 5.19-79) provides the proposed acres of mitigation for open 
water impacts for each alternative. Did you mean to refer to Table 5.19-18 Summary of 
Potential Impacts to Surface Waters by Alternative (page 5.19-85)? 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS identifY the correct table that provides the 
summary of potential surface water resource impacts by alternative. 
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5.24 Indirect Cumulative Impacts 
This DEIS chapter includes numerous referrals to Figures and/or Tables elsewhere in the DEIS 
for specific information regarding waters wells, impaired streams, etc. that is erroneous. This 
makes review of the information in the EIS confusing and time consuming. We identifY some, 
but not all of this figure/table referral errata, in our comments below. 

Recommendation: We recommend that FHW A/INDOT/Consultants carefully review the 
EIS and make sure that all FEIS referrals to figures/tables, etc. are correct/accurate. 

5.24.2 Methodology (page 5.24-2): Please note that EPA, Region 5 did not develop a document 
in 2000 titled "The National Environmental Policy Act- Conducting Quality Cumulative Effects 
Analysis" as implied here. Perhaps you are referring to materials developed by Environmental 
Planning Strategies, Inc., for a training session Region 5 hosted regarding NEP A Document 
Review under Section 3 09 of the Clean Air Act with an emphasis on conducting quality 
cumulative effects analyses on August 8-10, 2000. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS correct this resource listing to show that 
Environmental Planning Strategies, Inc. developed the training materials for the 2000 
course hosted by EPA, Region 5 on August 8-10,2012. 

Karst (page 5.24-30): Figure 5.21-2 does not show the general locations of the identified karst 
features relative to Section 5 corridor as stated here in the last sentence of the first paragraph 
under Karst. Figure 5.21-2 Solutions Features Characteristic of Karst Terrain (p. 5.21-1). 

Recommendation: The error discussed above should be corrected for the FEIS. 

Streams (page 5.24-42): Figure 5.19-4 does not show the location of impaired streams as stated 
here in the second to the 2"d to the last sentence of the first paragraph on this page. There is no 
Figure 5.19-4 in the DEIS. Do you mean Figure 5.19-3 (page 5.19-120)? In addition, Table 4.3-
1 (page 4.3-36) does not list impaired waterbodies in the vicinity of Section 5 as stated in the last 
sentence of the first paragraph on page 5.24-42. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS refer the reader to the correct figure and 
table in the FEIS that has the impaired streams information. 

Karst (page.5.24-45): Table 5.21-3 is not the impacts table as stated here. It is the Best 
Management Practices in Karst Terrain table (p.5.24-35 to 38). Did you mean to refer the reader 
to Table 5.21-2: Potential Karst Features Impacts by Karst Area and Alternative, on page 5.21-22 
of the DEIS? 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS refer the reader to the correct table in the 
FEIS that has the karst impacts for each alternative. 

Water well locations (page 5.24-47: The next to last paragraph, second sentence on this page 
directs the reader to Figure 4.3-4 in Section 4.3 Natural Environment for a figure that shows 
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existing water well locations. DEIS Figure 4.3-4 Bedrock Geology (page 4.3-42), does not 
depict existing water well locations. 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS direct the viewer to the appropriate figure 
that identifies the locations of water well locations. 

Karst features (page 5.24-47): The first sentence of the last paragraph on this page directs the 
reader to Figure 5.21-2 (Section 5.21 Karst Impacts) for a depiction of the general locations of 
the identified karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor. Figure 5.21-2 Solution Features 
Characteristic of Karst Terrain (page 5.21-1) does not depict the general locations of the 
identified karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor. Did you mean figure 5.21-3 Location 
of Section 5 Karst Areas (p. 5.21-44) and/or Figure 4.3-5 Karst Features and Springs (page 4.3-
44)? 

Recommendation: We recommend the FEIS direct the viewer to the appropriate figure 
that identifies the location of karst features relative to the Section 5 corridor. 
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Enclosure 2 of 2 
1-69 Section 5 DE IS 
EPA Letter dated 01/02/2013 

*SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION• 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 
The EPA review bas not identified any potential environmental iropacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental iropacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental iropacts. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
iropacts. 

EO-Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate 
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or 
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA 
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these iropacts. 

ED-Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental iropacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce these iropacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS 
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy ofthe Impact Statement 

Category !-Adequate 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) ofthe preferred alterative and 
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category 2-Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental iropacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably 
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft ElS, which could reduce the 
environmental iropacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

Category 3-Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of 
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental iropacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is 
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made 
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant 
iropacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

·From EPA Manuall640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment 



D N R Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Environmental Unit 
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W273 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2781 

Ms. Mary Jo Hamman 
Michael Baker Corporation 
POBox8464 
Evansville, Indiana 47716 

January 2, 2013 

Re: DNR #11895-3: 1-69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2 
Section 5: Draft EIS; Multi-County (Monroe & Morgan) 

Dear Ms. Hamman: 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director 

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced project per your request. 
Our agency offers the following comments for your information and in accordance with the National 
Enviromnental Policy Act of 1969. 

The Division of Fish and Wildlife recmmnends the alternative or combination of alternatives tbat results in 
the fewest overall impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. Alternative 8B appears to have fewer impacts 
than alternative SA. 

Alternatives that include a shift of the roadway will have significantly higher impacts than tbose that do not 
have a shift of the alignment. Shifting of tbe roadway is not recommended where it will result in impacts to fish, 
wildlife and botanical resources beyond tbe current highway right-of -way. In tbose situations, the previously 
recommended alternative 6 or 7 remains the recommended alternative. We offer the following recommendations 
for the below interchanges, road locations, or general areas: 

Fullerton Pike: Alternatives that avoid impacts to kart springs and streams are recommended. 
Tapp Road: Alternatives 4 and 6 are recommended due to the lower impacts of these alternatives. 
2nd St or 3rd St: There is no preference for either of the altematives as the area is significantly urbanized, as long 
as any parallel controlled access roads are developed witb minimal footprints. 
Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District: The west side of the existing road is heavily forested and contains 
numerous karst springs while the east side of SR3 7 consists of farm fields/pastures with some fencerow-type 
woody vegetation. Therefore, we recommend the shift to the east. 
Walnut Street: Alternative 8B, which maintains the existing partial interchange, is recommended as it results in 
the lowest amounts of impacts to forested wetland and floodplain resources of all the alternatives. 
Walnut Street to Sample Road: Altematives 8A/8B shift to tbe west and will result in greater impacts tban an 
altemative that follows the centerline of the road with reduced-width medians that would allow frontage roads to 
have minimal additional impacts. In order to minimize the footprint of the road and avoid substantial impacts to 
forests, wetlands, streams, and karst features of the mainline plus frontage roads along this stretch, we recommend 
adopting the urban typical road layout where tbe roadway expands towards the median rather than out from the 
median. It does not appear that the impacts to natural resources fi·om the wider footprint would be offset to a 
meaningful degree by landscaping in the dividers between the frontage roads and highway lanes and by the 
grassy/landscaped median between highway lanes. 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



Letter to Ms. Hamman 
January 2, 2013 
Page 2 

East/West connection between Sample Road and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 (overpass at Chambers 
Pike Rd) is acceptable. 
Paragon/Pine and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 (overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable to 
minimize impacts to forested habitat. 

Avoidance of impacts to karst features is critical. As indicated in previous correspondence, the Karst 
Memorandum of Understanding should be followed, especially the strategies for minimizing the effects of highway 
construction and operation on karst resources. Ensure pre-construction drainage connections to caves and recharge 
areas are maintained during and post construction. Do not allow construction activities to fill the entrance of caves 
thmugh sedimentation or impervious cover. 

Alternative 8B would be envirorunentally acceptable contingent upon mitigation measures that include a 
vast majority of the forested habitat mitigation consisting of the creation of high-quality habitat rather than 

. preservation of existing habitat. The development of forested habitat mitigation areas should focus on forested 
areas with as low an edge-to-interior ratio as possible, with very good habitat connectivity beyond the site 
boundaries. The mitigation areas should also create large forested blocks or enlarge existing large forested areas, 
which is particularly important for mitigation sites close to or adjacent to the new mad as they will form more of a 
barrier for wildlife movement. The use of wildlife underpasses or overpasses is recommended in the highly
forested section of the road from about Chambers Pike to the crossing of Old SR 37. 

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to contact Christie Stanifer, 
Environmental Coordinator, at (317) 232-8163 or cstanifer@dm.in.gov if we can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

tl&J~tz_{ /;;(S/(Jt~ 

tfYl_.. J. Matthew Buffmgton 0 
Envirorunental Supervisor 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hilden, Laura <lhilden@indot.IN.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:50 PM
To: Flum, Sandra; Hamman, Mary Jo
Subject: FW: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission
Attachments: ER11895-3.pdf

FYI‐‐IDNR comments.   
 
Laura Hilden 
317‐232‐5018 
lhilden@indot.in.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Stanifer, Christie  
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:03 PM 
To: Hilden, Laura 
Subject: FW: I‐69 Website Contact Form Submission 
 
Laura, 
 
I just wanted to send this to you so that you have a copy of the letter IDNR submitted for the I‐69 Section 5 DEIS today. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christie L. Stanifer 
Environmental Coordinator 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
402 West Washington St, Room W273 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Direct: (317) 232‐8163 
Fax: (317) 232‐8150 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: section5pm@i69indyevn.org [mailto:section5pm@i69indyevn.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 12:55 PM 
To: Stanifer, Christie 
Subject: [NDR] [Auto‐Reply] I‐69 Website Contact Form Submission 
 
Thank you for your message to the I‐69, Evansville‐to‐Indianapolis Project web site.  Your comments will be forwarded 
to the appropriate project staff and carefully considered.   
  
The comment period for the Section 5 DEIS concludes January 2, 2013.  In compliance with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the DEIS comment period are considered on an 
equal basis.  All will be reviewed following the close of the comment period.  All comments on the DEIS will be published 
in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will also be provided in that document.  
  
Thank you again for taking time to provide your input on the Section 5 DEIS. 
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: cstanifer@dnr.in.gov
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 12:55 PM
To: section5pm@i69indyevn.org
Subject: I-69 Website Contact Form Submission

Contact Information and Request from Design & Construction 
for Section 5  

Name: Christie Stanifer 

Email: cstanifer@dnr.in.gov 

Street 
Address: 402 W. Washington St., Room W273  

City/State: Indianapolis, IN 

Zip Code: 46204 

Comments: 

IDNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife Environmental 
Unit 402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W273 
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2781 January 2, 2013 Ms. 
Mary Jo Hamman Michael Baker Corporation PO Box 
8464 Evansville, Indiana 47716 Re: DNR #11895-3: I-
69 Evansville to Indy, Tier 2 Section 5: Draft EIS; 
Multi-County (Monroe & Morgan) Dear Ms. 
Hamman: The Indiana DepartÂ¬ment of Natural 
ReÂ¬sources has reviewed the above referenced 
project per your request. Our agency offers the 
following comments for your information and in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969. The Division of Fish and Wildlife 
recommends the alternative or combination of 
alternatives that results in the fewest overall impacts to 
fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. Alternative 8B 
appears to have fewer impacts than alternative 8A. 
Alternatives that include a shift of the roadway will 
have significantly higher impacts than those that do 
not have a shift of the alignment. Shifting of the 
roadway is not recommended where it will result in 
impacts to fish, wildlife and botanical resources 
beyond the current highway right-of -way. In those 
situations, the previously recommended alternative 6 
or 7 remains the recommended alternative. We offer 
the following recommendations for the below 
interchanges, road locations, or general areas: 
Fullerton Pike: Alternatives that avoid impacts to kart 
springs and streams are recommended. Tapp Road: 
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Alternatives 4 and 6 are recommended due to the 
lower impacts of these alternatives. 2nd St or 3rd St: 
There is no preference for either of the alternatives as 
the area is significantly urbanized, as long as any 
parallel controlled access roads are developed with 
minimal footprints. Maple Grove Road Rural Historic 
District: The west side of the existing road is heavily 
forested and contains numerous karst springs while the 
east side of SR37 consists of farm fields/pastures with 
some fencerow-type woody vegetation. Therefore, we 
recommend the shift to the east. Walnut Street: 
Alternative 8B, which maintains the existing partial 
interchange, is recommended as it results in the lowest 
amounts of impacts to forested wetland and floodplain 
resources of all the alternatives. Walnut Street to 
Sample Road: Alternatives 8A/8B shift to the west and 
will result in greater impacts than an alternative that 
follows the centerline of the road with reduced-width 
medians that would allow frontage roads to have 
minimal additional impacts. In order to minimize the 
footprint of the road and avoid substantial impacts to 
forests, wetlands, streams, and karst features of the 
mainline plus frontage roads along this stretch, we 
recommend adopting the urban typical road layout 
where the roadway expands towards the median rather 
than out from the median. It does not appear that the 
impacts to natural resources from the wider footprint 
would be offset to a meaningful degree by landscaping 
in the dividers between the frontage roads and 
highway lanes and by the grassy/landscaped median 
between highway lanes. East/West connection between 
Sample Road and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 
(overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable. 
Paragon/Pine and Liberty Church Road: Alternative 8 
(overpass at Chambers Pike Rd) is acceptable to 
minimize impacts to forested habitat. Avoidance of 
impacts to karst features is critical. As indicated in 
previous correspondence, the Karst Memorandum of 
Understanding should be followed, especially the 
strategies for minimizing the effects of highway 
construction and operation on karst resources. Ensure 
pre-construction drainage connections to caves and 
recharge areas are maintained during and post 
construction. Do not allow construction activities to 
fill the entrance of caves through sedimentation or 
impervious cover. Alternative 8B would be 
environmentally acceptable contingent upon mitigation 
measures that include a vast majority of the forested 
habitat mitigation consisting of the creation of high-
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quality habitat rather than preservation of existing 
habitat. The development of forested habitat mitigation 
areas should focus on forested areas with as low an 
edge-to-interior ratio as possible, with very good 
habitat connectivity beyond the site boundaries. The 
mitigation areas should also create large forested 
blocks or enlarge existing large forested areas, which 
is particularly important for mitigation sites close to or 
adjacent to the new road as they will form more of a 
barrier for wildlife movement. The use of wildlife 
underpasses or overpasses is recommended in the 
highly-forested section of the road from about 
Chambers Pike to the crossing of Old SR 37. Our 
agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. 
Please do not hesitate to contact Christie Stanifer, 
Environmental Coordinator, at (317) 232-8163 or 
cstanifer@dnr.in.gov if we can be of further 
assistance. Sincerely, J. Matthew Buffington 
Environmental Supervisor 
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Judy, Susan <SJudy@dnr.IN.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 10:56 AM
To: Michelle.Allen@dot.gov; Hilden, Laura; Carpenter, Patrick A; Kennedy, Mary; Miller, Shaun 

(INDOT); Prather, Melany; JDupont@blainc.com; TMiller@blainc.com; KGillette@blainc.com; 
czeigler@blainc.com; kboot@blainc.com; 'Beth McCord'; linda@weintrautinc.com; Hamman, 
Mary Jo

Cc: Carr, John; Jones, Rick
Subject: DHPA letter 2123
Attachments: 20130102095555768.pdf

The attached is being provided for information purposes. Please do not reply to the e-mail unless you do not receive 
attachments. If you have questions or need additional information, please contact the Division of Historic 
Preservation & Archaeology at 317-232-1646.  Thank you. 
 
Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology 
402 West Washington Street, Room W274 
Indianapolis, Indiana  46204  
Phone: 317-232-1646 
 



Indiana Department of Natural Resources 

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor 
Robert E. Carter, Jr., Director 

••• 
Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology•402 W. Washington Street, W274 ·Indianapolis, JN 46204-2739 

Phone 317-232-1646• Fax 317-232-0693 · dhpa@dnr.IN.gov 

Janumy 2, 2013 

Mary Jo Hamman 
Michael Baker Corporation 
Post Office Box 8464 
Evansville, Indiana 47716 

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA") 

Re: "I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana, Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Section 
5: Bloomington to Martinsville, Volumes I & II" (October 2012) (FHWA-IN-EIS-12-01-D; 
INDOTDes. No. 0300381; DHPA No. 2123) 

Dear Ms. Hamman: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.) and pursuant to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 4701), and implementing 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. Patt 800, the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed the 
aforementioned draft environmental impact statement ("DEIS"), which was received on a digital video disc ("DVD") on 
October 30, 2012, for this project in Monroe and Morgan counties in Indiana. According to the Indiana Depmtment of 
Transportation's ("INDOT's") undated cover letter, the comment deadline is Januaty 2, 2013, and according to that letter 
and the title signature page of the DEIS, we are to submit comments to you. 

With regard to Volume I, Section 5.13 Historic Resource Impacts, we agree with the conclusions regarding above-ground 
properties that are listed in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places. Having concurred, in our 
November 21, 2012, letter that "that this project will not adversely affect any historic above-ground prope1ties," we now 
concur, as well, with the DE!S's similar conclusion regarding impacts on historic above-ground prope~ties. The North 
Clear Creek Landscape Historic District will perhaps see the most noticeable changes to its setting of any of the historic 
above-ground properties identified in Section 5 of l-69. We note that the explanation in Section 5.13 of why the North 
Clear Creek Historic Landscape District will not suffer an adverse impact from this project is more succinct than that in 
Section 5.6 of the documentation accompanying FHWA's October II, 2012, finding of Adverse Effect for the project as a 
whole (see Appendix N of the DEIS). However, the lack of an adverse impact on the North Clear Creek Historic 
Landscape District was perhaps explained most succinctly by the paragraph in Appendix N, PDF page 57/87 that begins 
with the following statement: "Under CFR 800.5(a)(2)(v), there will be an '[i]ntroduction of visual, atmospheric, or 
audible elements that diminish the integrity ofthe property's significant historic features,' but that introduction will not 
constitute an adverse effect." 

Regarding archaeology, in Volume I, Section 5.14 Archaeology Impacts, we note that the Addendum Phase !a and Ib 
archaeological report (Lombardi et al., 10/26/12) documented archaeological resources in the footprint of the proposed 
project area, and our office commented in detail on the report in our letter of November 19, 2012. 

If any archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or earthmoving 
activities, state law (Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29) requires that the discovery be repmted to the Department of 
Natural Resources within two (2) business days. In that event, please call (317) 232-1646. Be advised that adherence to 
Indiana Code 14-21-1-27 and -29 does not obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations. 

If you have questions about archaeological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 233-0953 or 
Jjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to Jolm Carr at (317) 233-1949 or 
jcarr@dnr.IN.gov. In all future correspondence regarding I-69 Section 5, please refer to DHPA No. 2123. 

www.DNR.IN.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Printed on Recycled Paper 



Mary Jo Hamman 
January 2, 2013 
Page2 

Very truly yours, 

~?( J!fy/d~-
RonMcAhron 
Deputy Director 
Indiana Depm1ment ofNatural Resources 

RM:JLC:JRJ:.ij 

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Jason DuPont, P.E., Bernardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
Timothy Miller, Bemardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
Kia Gillette, Bemardin, Lochmueller and Associates, Inc. 
Connie Zeigler, Bernardin, Lochmucller & Associates, Inc. 
Kyle Boot, Bcmardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc. 
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates, Inc. 
Mary Jo Hamman, Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
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Hamman, Mary Jo

From: Hamman, Mary Jo
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:25 AM
To: 'Nelson, Lindy'; rick.marquis@dot.gov
Cc: lhilden@indot.in.gov; Nicholas Chevance; Stephanie Nash; Paul Richert
Subject: RE: returning comments on DEIS

Thank you Lindy.  I have received your letter & it will be included as we move forward.  It is fine that the letter is 
addressed to Mr. Marquis. 
 
In compliance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), all comments received during the 
DEIS comment period are considered on an equal basis.  All will be reviewed following the close of the comment 
period.  All comments on the DEIS will be published in full in the FEIS, and responses to all substantive comments will 
also be provided in that document. 
 
Thank you again for the input on the Section 5 DEIS. 
 
Mary Jo Hamman 
I‐69 Section 5 Project Manager 
 
 
From: Nelson, Lindy [mailto:lindy_nelson@ios.doi.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 9:19 AM 
To: Hamman, Mary Jo; rick.marquis@dot.gov 
Cc: lhilden@indot.in.gov; Nicholas Chevance; Stephanie Nash; Paul Richert 
Subject: Re: returning comments on DEIS 
 
Greetings Mary Jo, 
Thanks for your response and my apologies for not getting back to you. In the interest of providing an only 
slightly late response, I left the comments as addressed to Mr. Marquis at FHWA. I can revise this if needed. 
Please confirm that this submission is acceptable. 
 
Thanks much, 
Lindy 
 
On Wed, Jan 2, 2013 at 12:42 PM, Hamman, Mary Jo <MHamman@mbakercorp.com> wrote: 

Laura, 

  

It’s truly up to the discretion of the agency, but unless DOI has a preference, please have Lindy address the 
comments to me.  They can be sent via email and perhaps they could consider including FHWA as a carbon 
copy to the transmittal. 

  

Thank you, 
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Mary Jo 

  

From: Hilden, Laura [mailto:lhilden@indot.IN.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2013 11:15 AM 
To: Hamman, Mary Jo 
Cc: lindy_nelson@ios.doi.gov 
Subject: returning comments on DEIS 

  

Hi Mary Jo, 

  

I got a call from Lindy Nelson at Philly DOI asking for the correct addressing for their response letter on the 
D.  He’d like to submit by email.  Should it be addressed to and sent to Karen Bobo? 

  

Thanks, 

  

Laura 

  

Laura Hilden  

Director of Environmental Services 

Indiana Department of Transportation  

Room N642, 100 N. Senate Ave. 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2217 

Phone: 317-232-5018 

Cell:  317-340-2702 

Fax: (317) 233-4929  

Email: lhilden@indot.in.gov 
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--  
Lindy Nelson 
Regional Environmental Officer, Philadelphia 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Department of the Interior 
 
215-597-5012 (office); 215-266-5155 (mobile 24/7) 
Custom House, #244, 200 Chestnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19106 



IDEM INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
We Protect Hoosiers and Our Environment. 

Mitchell E. Daniels Jr. 
Governor 

Thomas W. Easterly 
Commissioner 

Ms. Mary Jo Hamman 
Michael Baker Corporation 
P.O. Box 8464 
Evansville, IN 47716 

Dear Ms. Hamman: 

100 North Senate Avenue 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

(317) 232-8603 
Toll Free (800) 451-6027 

SCANNED TO ELECTRONIC FaE www.idem.IN.gov 

(Q"] -(J06 ( January 11, 2013 

PROJECT NUMBER 

U l ~~ V -"{ RECEIVED 

IWNOIS JAN I 4 2013 

BlA- EVANSVILLE 

Re: Comments to Draft EIS 
Project: 1-69 Section 5 
Counties: Monroe and Morgan 

The Office of Water Quality has reviewed the Tier 2 Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Section 5 of the Interstate 69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project 
dated October 2012. The DE IS was reviewed for activities that fall within the regulatory 
authority of the Section 401 \fJater Quality Certification Program and the State Wetland 
Regulatory Program. 

The proposed project will start at the terminus of Section 4 of 1-69 at the SR 37 
interchange in Monroe County and continues northward to SR 39 south of Martinsville in 
Morgan County. This section of the proposed highway is approximately 21 miles in 
length and uses the existing SR 37 alignment. The Tier 2 study corridor is 
approximately 2,000 feet in width and included several alternative alignments that were 
selected for study. According to the DEIS, you have selected Alternative 8 as the 
preferred alternative. Based on the corridor study and the proposed alternative 
alignments, the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) agrees with 
the selection of the preferred alternative within the Section 5 corridor. Below you will 
find specific comments related to the proposed project and preferred alternative. 

The minimal impact, typical cross sections for the proposed interstate will vary by 
location and consist of an urban typical (170.5 feet wide), suburban typical with adjacent 
access roads (312 feet wide), rural typical with adjacent access roads (312 feet wide), 
and a rural typical (180 feet wide). The right-of-way (ROW) for the proposed interstate 
will vary between 220 feet and 790 feet, depending on the alignment and terrain 
features. Based on the typical cross section, IDEM recommends ROW clearance is 
kept to the minimum necessary to construct the interstate facility in all areas that contain 
Waters of the State. Where feasible, cut and fill activities, which may require the widest 
ROW, should be located outside of these areas. 

Direct impacts associated with the project are estimated to be a total of 1 ,346.05 
acres. Of this total, 972.68 acres consist of the existing SR 37 corridor and the 

Recycled Paper G) An Equal Opportunity Employer Please Recycle 0 
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additional 373.37 acres would be required to upgrade SR 37 to interstate status. As 
identified in the DE IS; approximately 70 % of the land is currently developed, 5% is in 
agricultural land, and 24% is upland habitat. To reduce additional direct impacts, 
ensure all borrow and waste disposal sites are located in non-forested upland areas and 
at a g_istqQCe from Waters of the State that will not result in secondary impacts such as 
·Cih~i~1hg wetlands, loweri~~ the water table, and cutting off a watershed to a wetland. If 
borrow or waste disposal' areas are to be located adjacent to streams with forested 
bo'rridors; ·these areas should be located at a distance that will preserve the forested 
corridor. 

· I ' ·_; 'J , ·j· ~ ,k.i "I , \ '{ ,..., .. .. ,.., 

Approximately 465 stream segments were identified within the corridor. Of the 
465 stream segments, 27 perennial streams, 38 intermittent streams, and 400 
ephemeral streams were identified. It is estimated that 85,017 linear feet of stream 
exists within the preferred alternative of which 30,057 linear feet is natural stream (not 
including existing impacts from SR 37). Stream relocations associated with the 
preferred alternative are estimated to be 55,684 linear feet of stream channel. Riparian 
corridor loss associated with the preferred alternative is estimated to be between 1 06.1 0 
and 119.69 acres. During stream crossing design, avoid using structures that will 
require the stream to be manipulated. All stream relocations should follow the natural 
stream channel design protocols unless the relocated stream is an existing riprap lined 
roadside ditch. If you are capturing a stream within the ROW, the outside ROW edge of 
the stream should be planted with trees and shrubs or located adjacent to existing forest 
areas to minimize the impacts of heat inputs associated with impervious surface. 
Signage should be placed along all jurisdictional streams captured in the ROW during 
and after construction for both contractors and for highway maintenance staff. IDEM 
has been coordinating on this project and participating in field reviews for potential 
stream mitigation sites. However, during those field meetings, the actual stream impact 
numbers were not discussed due to the questionable jurisdictional status of some of the 
stream features. Therefore, additional meetings need to be held to discuss and finalize 
jurisdictional status and mitigation proposals before the FEIS is published or before the 
project goes to permitting. 

Approximately 1 07 field verified wetlands were located within the study corridor 
totaling 83.19 acres. ·The 107 wetlands were further broken down by type and consist 
of 36 emergent, 21 forested, 5 scrub shrub, 43 unconsolidated bottom and 2 aquatic 
bed wetlands. The preferred alternative contains 13.13 acres of wetlands. As with 
stream mitigation, IDEM has been participating in field reviews for potential mitigation 
sites and believes that suitable wetland mitigation sites have been identified for this 
project. 

The preferred alternative would directly impact 110 karst features with 343.7 
acres of impact. As stated in the DE IS, specific impacts to these resources will not be 
finalized until after conclusion of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
IDEM was very pleased with the format used for karst identification and agency 
coordination for Section 4 of 1-69. This format should be utilized for Section 5. Jim 
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Sullivan is the IDEM Office of Water Quality contact for karst related issues. Please 
continue to coordinate with Jim to ensure the process continues for Section 5. The 
DEIS does a good job highlighting the significance of Cave A and B. Ensure measures 
are designed to avoid changes in hydrology delivery to the cave system, and that 
measures are installed to pre-treat storm water run-off to the cave system. The DE IS 
does a good job of describing best management practices (BMP's) for karst resources, 
but must be further evaluated for site specific karst features. 

The DEIS identified two superfund sites (Lemon Lane Landfill, Bennett's Dump) 
that will require special attention. Based on your discussions in the DEIS, you have 
coordinated with the parties associated with these sites and should continue to 
coordinate with them during the design and implementation of your project. In addition, 
continue to coordinate with Scott Johanson of the IDEM Office of Land Quality. 

Erosion and sediment control will be a crucial part of. this project during 
construction in order to protect karst features and aquatic resources. As with previous 
sections of 1-69, the DEIS is not specific on the measures that will be used to address 
storm water management. The DEIS uses general statements such as "BMP's will be 
used during construction" or "silt fence or other erosion control measures" will be used. 
These statements are general in nature and are not sufficient to adequately address the 
pollutants that will be associated with active construction. Specific selection of 
measures; including design specifications must be incorporated into the project based 
on the terrain and the resource that is to be protected. The purpose of 327 lAC 15-5 
(Rule 5) "is to establish requirements for storm water discharges from construction 
activities of one (1) acre or more so that the public health, existing water uses, and 
aquatic biota are protected." As part of Rule 5, it is a requirement to ensure that 
"sediment-laden water which otherwise would flow from the project site shall be treated 
by erosion and sediment control measures appropriate to minimize sedimentation". 
Specific detail, including sequencing must be provided as part of the construction plans 
required by Rule 5. All measures must be selected to protect aquatic resources on the 
project site as well as karst features. In addition to meeting the requirements of 327 
lAC 15-5, the agency recommends that specific practices related to erosion and 
sediment control and storm water management be included in the FEIS especially in 
those areas with high topographic relief. The incorporation of more detailed information 
will provide the agency a better understanding of the proposed practices to be used and 
how each will function to address proposed wetland and stream impacts. 

Within Section 5, the preferred alternative would require the construction of 
seven interchanges depending upon which option is selected. IDEM generally agrees 
with the interchange locations and types. IDEM supports Option B which would 
maintain the existing partial interchange at Walnut Street and SR 37. This option would 
avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and provide a substantial cost savings. The 
proposed Sample Road interchange should be designed to avoid the karst features on 
both the east and west side of the existing SR 37 ROW. 
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In regards to the other activities that will impact Waters of the State, IDEM 
recommends that you continue to look at avoidance and minimization measures as you 
complete the National Environmental Policy Act process. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this project. Should 
you have any questions about this letter, please contact Jason Randolph, Project 
Manager, of my staff at 317-233-0467, or you may contact the Office of Water Quality 
through the IDEM Environmental Helpline (1-800-451-6027). 

Sincerely, 

~\~ 
Mary Hollingsworth, Branch Chief 
Surface Water, Operations, and Enforcement 
Office of Water Quality 

cc: Deb Snyder, USAGE-Louisville, Indianapolis Field Office 
Jason Randolph, IDEM Wetlands Project Manager 
Jim Sullivan, IDEM Section Chief 
Robin McWilliams-Munson, USFWS 
Matt Buffington, IDNR 
Virginia Laszewski, USEPA Region 5 
Nathan Saxe, INDOT 
Jeremy Kieffner, Bernardin Lochmueller and Associates 
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Gillette, Kia

From: Kempf, Julie <JKempf@dnr.IN.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 4:14 PM
To: Gillette, Kia
Subject: RE: DNR properties

Kia,  
I am not aware of any PR or DJ funds that have been used in the Morgan‐Monroe State Forest. I don’t know the full 
extent of section 5, and can’t tell you if there are other areas. If Morgan‐Monroe is the only DNR property, you should 
be okay.  
 
Julie 
 
 
Julie	Kempf	
Indiana	Department	of	Natural	Resources	
Division	of	Fish	&	Wildlife	
402	W.	Washington	St.,	Room	W273	
Indianapolis,	IN	46204‐2781	
Phone:	(317)	234‐3539		
Fax:	(317)	232‐8150	
 

The Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife is funded by fishing and hunting license revenue, as well as through the 
Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration programs. These programs collect excise taxes on shooting, archery, and 
fishing equipment and motor boat fuel.  This user‐pay, everyone‐benefits system has resulted in millions of 
acres of habitat saved and near‐miraculous population increases in many species of fish and wildlife over the 
last 75 years. For more information on Fish and Wildlife Management in Indiana visit: wildlife.IN.gov. 
 

 

 

From: Gillette, Kia [mailto:KGillette@blainc.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 2:17 PM 
To: Buffington, Matt; Kempf, Julie 
Subject: RE: DNR properties 
 
Thanks Matt. 
 
Julie, 
 
I’m trying to figure out if IDNR keeps records on properties where Pittman‐Robertson or Dingell‐Johnson funds were 
used?  We had a comment from the Department of Interior on Section 5 of I‐69 asking if any of these properties would 
be impacted.  My initial answer is that I don’t think so, but thought I would check to see if IDNR keeps track.  The only 
property in Section 5 impacted that is managed by IDNR is Morgan‐Monroe State Forest.  
 
Thanks, 
Kia 
 
Kia M. Gillette 
Environmental Biologist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150 
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Indianapolis, IN 46268 
317.222.3880 Ext. 229 
317.695.0825 Mobile 
317.222.3881 Fax 
kgillette@blainc.com 
 
www.blainc.com 
 

From: Buffington, Matt [mailto:MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 2:05 PM 
To: Gillette, Kia 
Cc: Kempf, Julie 
Subject: DNR properties 
 
Kia, 
I suggest you contact Julie Kempf (copied) to discuss this.  It’s an unusual question on its face and perhaps a discussion 
will help shed light on the request.  Not sure how easily it can be answered but Julie is the place to start. 
 
 
Matt Buffington 
Environmental Supervisor 
IDNR, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
317-233-4666 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
On a completely unrelated note, do you by chance know if IDNR keeps records on properties where Pittman‐Robertson 
or Dingell‐Johnson funds were used?  I’m not having much luck on the website finding an inventory. 
 
Kia M. Gillette 
Environmental Biologist 
Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
3502 Woodview Trace, Suite 150 
Indianapolis, IN 46268 
317.222.3880 Ext. 229 
317.695.0825 Mobile 
317.222.3881 Fax 
kgillette@blainc.com 
 
www.blainc.com 
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Gillette, Kia

From: michelle.allen@dot.gov
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 1:48 PM
To: Scott_Pruitt@fws.gov; Robin_McWilliams@fws.gov; Nicholas_Chevance@NPS.gov; 

lindy_nelson@ios.doi.gov; Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov; 
Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; deborah.d.snyder@usace.army.mil

Cc: SFlum@indot.IN.gov; Gillette, Kia; MHamman@mbakercorp.com; Miller, Tim; Grovak, 
Mike

Subject: I69 Section 5 DEIS Comments Conference Call

Dear Federal Resource Agencies, 

Thank you for your continued review and interest in the I‐69 Tier 2 Section 5 project.  Please consider this e‐mail formal 

notification that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) will 

issue a single Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) document pursuant to Pub. L. 

112‐141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 1319(b) for the I‐69 Tier 2 Section 5 Project: Bloomington to Martinsville.    

We invite you to participate in a conference call and webcast on Tuesday March 12 between 10am‐11:30am EST to 

discuss responses to state and federal agency comments provided on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS).  This conference call is intended to allow state and federal agency staff to ask questions and receive clarification 

regarding the comments and responses.  As with previous I‐69 Tier 2 EISs, we request that you provide your formal 

feedback on responses to comments in writing or via marking up the Word documents containing the comments and 

responses.  This conference call will occur about one week prior to the milestone for submitting written feedback on the 

comments and responses. 

A follow up e‐mail will be sent next week with the state and federal agency comment and response documents as well 

as the conference call/webcast connection information.   

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

 
Michelle Allen 
FHWA‐IN 
(317) 226‐7344 
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Gillette, Kia

To: Miller, Tim
Subject: RE: I-69 Section 5 EIS Responses to Comments received

 

From: Flum, Sandra [mailto:SFlum@indot.IN.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2013 12:49 PM Central Standard Time 
To: RANDOLPH, JASON <JRANDOLP@idem.IN.gov>; SULLIVAN, JAMES <JSULLIVA@idem.IN.gov>; HOLLINGSWORTH, 
MARY <MHOLLING@idem.IN.gov>; Stanifer, Christie <cstanifer@dnr.IN.gov>; Buffington, Matt 
<MBuffington@dnr.IN.gov>; Carr, John <JCarr@dnr.IN.gov>; Jones, Rick <RJones@dnr.IN.gov>; Allen, Jim 
<JAllen@dnr.IN.gov>  
Cc: CLARK METTLER, MARTHA <MCLARK@idem.IN.gov>; Palin, Bruce <BPALIN@idem.IN.gov>; McAhron, Ron 
<rmcahron@dnr.IN.gov>; michelle.allen@dot.gov <michelle.allen@dot.gov>; Miller, Tim  
Subject: I-69 Section 5 EIS Responses to Comments received  
  
Dear State Resource Agencies, 

Thank you for your continued review and interest in the I‐69 Tier 2 Section 5 project.  Please consider this e‐mail formal notification 
that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) will issue a single Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) document pursuant to Pub. L. 112‐141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 
1319(b) for the I‐69 Tier 2 Section 5 Project: Bloomington to Martinsville.    

We invite you to participate in a conference call and webcast on Tuesday March 12 between 10am‐11:30am EST to discuss 
responses to state and federal agency comments provided on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  This conference 
call is intended to allow state and federal agency staff to ask questions and receive clarification regarding the comments and 
responses.  As with previous I‐69 Tier 2 EISs, we request that you provide your formal feedback on responses to comments in writing 
or via marking up the Word documents containing the comments and responses.  This conference call will occur about one week 
prior to the milestone for submitting written feedback on the comments and responses. 

A follow up e‐mail will be sent next week with the state and federal agency comment and response documents as well as the 
conference call/webcast connection information.   

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Sandra 

Sandra A. Flum, MPA  
Project Manager  
INDOT  
317-234-7248 office  
317-650-9237 cell  
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Hamman, Mary Jo

Subject: Fw: I-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment/Response Review
Location: Conference Call/Webex info below

Start: Tue 3/12/2013 10:00 AM
End: Tue 3/12/2013 11:30 AM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Organizer: Flum, Sandra

When: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:00 AM‐11:30 AM (GMT‐05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference Call/Webex info below 
  
Note: The GMT offset above does not reflect daylight saving time adjustments. 
  
*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~* 
  
Dear State and Federal Agencies: 
  
Attached are draft responses to comments by federal and state agencies on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for Section 5 of the I‐69, Evansville‐to‐Indianapolis Tier 2 studies.  These documents, when finalized, will be part of 
Volume III of the Final EIS for this project. Under MAP‐21 FHWA intends to issue a combined FEIS and Record of Decision 
for this project.  
  
A webcast is scheduled for Tuesday, March 12 at 10am Eastern/9am Central time. Agencies may use this time to receive 
clarification and assist them in finalizing their review of these draft responses. Information on accessing the webcast is 
provided below. We ask that your comments on these documents be provided by Tuesday, March 19, one week 
following the webcast. 
  
We are following similar procedures and schedule which we have used to review the responses to comments for 
previous I‐69 Tier 2 EISs. The comments have been provided in two documents, with document name prefixes indicating 
the type of commenter: 
      ∙         AF – Federal Agency Comments 
      ∙         AS – State Agency Comments 
 
Some text is highlighted to show cross‐references which must be verified when these documents are finalized for the 
FEIS.   
  
To provide comments or edits to the draft responses please use “track changes” format in the attached MS Word 
documents.  Comments on the documents may also be provided by e‐mail. Comments are suggested to be provided to 
me, with copies to Laura Hilden at INDOT, Michelle Allen at FHWA, Mike Grovak at Bernardin, Lochmueller, and Mary Jo 
Hamman at Michael Baker.  These individuals are also copied on this e‐mail.   
  
Thank you in advance for your participation and feedback. 
Sandra Flum 
INDOT 
  
Call‐in toll free number (US): +1‐877‐820‐7831 
Access code: 367746# 
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Attendee Link: 
https://mbakercorp.webex.com/mbakercorp/onstage/g.php?t=a&d=663276252 
Event Password: welcome 
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Division of Historic Preservation & Archaeology•402 W. Washington Street, W274 ·Indianapolis, IN 46204-2739 

Phone 317-232-1646•Fax 317-232-0693 · dhpa@dnr.IN.gov 

March 8, 2013 

SandraFlum 
Project Manager 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
I 00 North Senate A venue, N7 55 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

State Agency: Indiana Department of Transportation ("INDOT") 

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration ("FHW A") 

Michael R. Pence, Governor 
Robert E Carter, Jr., Director 

/.Jf!'§.. ,.., 
I ._, I 
H!STORIC PRESERVATION 

AND ARCHAEOlOGY 

Re: Invitation to a March 12, 2013, webcast and request for feedback on responses by INDOT and 
FHWA to resource agencies' comments on "I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis, Indiana, Tier 2 Draft 
Enviromnental Impact Statement, Section 5: Bloomington to Martinsville, Volumes I & II" 
(October 2012) (FHWA-lN-EIS-12-01-D; INDOT Des. No. 0300381; DHPA No. 2123) 

Dear Ms. Flum: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.) and pursuant to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470!), and implementing 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer has reviewed your February 
26 and March 4, 2013, e-mail messages and the documents attached to the latter, containing responses to state agency and 
federal agency comments on the aforementioned DEIS. 

We are satisfied with the responses by INDOT and FHWA to our January 2, 2013, comments on the DEIS. We have no 
further feedback to offer regarding those responses. 

Because we are satisfied with the responses, we will not be participating in the March 12 webcast. 

If you have questions about archaeological issues, please contact Dr. Rick Jones at (317) 233-0953 or 
rjones@dnr.IN.gov. Questions about buildings or structures should be directed to John Carr at (317) 233-1949 or 
jcarr@dnr.IN.gov. 

Very truly yours, 

RonMcAhron 
Deputy Director 
Indiana Department ofNatural Resources 

RM:JLC:jlc 

emc: Michelle Allen, Indiana Division, Federal Highway Administration 
Laura Hilden, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Sandra Flum, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Michael Grovak, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Mary Jo Hamman, P.E., Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
Patrick Carpenter, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Mary Kennedy, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Shaun Miller, Indiana Department of Transportation 
Melany Prather, Indiana Department of Transportation 

The ONR mission: Protect, enhance, preserve and wisely use natural, 
cultural and recreational resourcr;s for the benefit of !ndiaoa 's citizer~>':! 

through professional !eadersfiip, management and education. 

wwwJ:JNR.IN.gov 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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Jason DuPont, P.E, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Timothy Miller, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Kia Gillette, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Connie Zeigler, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Kyle Boot, Bernardin, Lochmueller & Associates, Inc. 
Beth McCord, Gray & Pape, Inc. 
Linda Weintraut, Ph.D., Weintraut & Associates, Inc. 
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Resource Agency Webinar 
I‐69 Tier 2 Section 5 
March 12, 2013 
10:00‐11:30 (ET) 

 

Attendance/Introductions 

Virginia Laszenski – USEPA Region 5  Sandra Flum  –  INDOT 

Tony Maietta– USEPA  David Butts  –  INDOT 

Ken Westlake – USEPA  Tom Seeman  –  INDOT 

Mitch Webber  –  USEPA   Laura Hilden  –  INDOT 

Robin Munson – USFWS  Mary Jo Hamman – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Tom Kenney – USFWS  Jim Peyton – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Lindy Nelson – USDOI  Julie Thurman – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Mike Hill  –  IDEM  Lorraine Richards – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Jim Sullivan  –  IDEM  Michelle Herrell – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Jason Randolph – IDEM  Deb White – Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

Gabrielle Hauer –  IDEM  Kia Gillette – BLA 

Jay DuMontelle  –  FHWA  Tim Miller – BLA 

Larry Heil  –  FHWA  Eric Swickard – BLA 

  Jason Dupont – BLA 

 

Modified Preferred Alternative – Agency Input 

 Walnut St. Partial Interchange (Comment USEPA AF002‐46; USDOI AF003‐05; IDNR AS003‐07; 
IDEM AS006‐09): 

o Michael Baker (Baker) explained that coordination with FHWA has been completed to allow 
the use of the partial interchange as it currently exists.  The partial interchange minimizes 
impacts to floodplains and reduces cost.   

o Reviewed the construction limits and right‐of‐way on Google Earth. 

 Shortened Access Road – Subsection D (Comment AF002‐02 and AF002‐46):  

o With the partial interchange, the historic bridge can be reused and so the local access road 
was eliminated from Walnut Street to just south of Hoosier Energy (at Connaught Road).   

o USEPA had asked for information about Connaught Road and it was explained that there is 
no road that continues from the wood lot south and east.  The access road would end at a 
private residence, with the private drive off of the cul‐de‐sac.  The east access road to the 
Sample interchange runs parallel along east side of I‐69.  The route to the east of Hoosier 
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Energy is no longer proposed (Alternative 4 or 5).  Virginia noted that Figure 5.3‐9 shows a 
blue road around the east of Hoosier Energy.   

o EPA asked if Hoosier Energy was satisfied with the access.  Baker noted that they had 
concern about the tight turning radii and had indicated they would not go to the south any 
way.  They would still prefer direct access.   

o The shortened access road addresses EPA’s underlying concern by terminating the access 
road on high ground.  Participants agreed that this approach reduces environmental impact 
and cost, without creating unacceptable access problems for Hoosier Energy. 

 Modified Liberty Church Road Interchange (Comment AF003‐06):  

o Baker showed on Google Earth how this interchange has been shifted north so that the 
crossing is not as skewed.  The shift of the DEIS Preferred Alternative 8 location to the north 
reduced impacts to floodplains in the area and reduced stream relocation impacts as well.   

o Ken asked if Liberty Church connected with Godsey Road.  Godsey Road would intersect 
with the access road.   

o USEPA asked if there are any wellhead protection areas.  Baker replied that it is outside the 
1000’ radius of a non‐community wellhead protection area to the north by the Hillview 
Motel.  It was also noted that Martinsville is looking to have a well field on the west side, 
but nothing has been established yet.  The Liberty Church interchange and modifications 
have been coordinated with the City of Martinsville and Morgan County. 

 Preferred Alternative – Overall Input:  

o Baker summarized additional agency alternative preferences noted in DEIS comments. 

o Morgan‐Monroe State Forest expressed support of proposed access (Comment AS002‐01) – 
will include directional signage from Liberty Church and Sample Road Interchanges.   

o IDNR preference at Fullerton is Alternative 6 or 7 (Comment AS003 ‐03) – It is noted that 
Alternative 6 and 8 share the lowest karst impacts.  

o IDNR preference at Tapp Road is Alternative 4 or 6 (Comment AS003‐04) alternatives 
without the split diamond interchange) – It is noted that the split diamond interchange is 
needed to support the transportation priorities for the City of Bloomington.   

o IDNR requested a shift to the east at Maple Grove Road Rural Historic District (Comment 
AS003‐06) – It is noted that staying on existing alignment; no right‐of‐way is needed from 
the historic district and no benefit to shift east.   

o An urban typical was requested by IDNR from Walnut Street to Sample Road (Comment 
AS003‐08) –It is noted that a narrowed typical section is proposed between the mainline 
and east access road near Hoosier Energy, and the shortened access road also reduces 
impacts.   

o IDNR noted a preference for Option 8B (Comment AS003‐02; i.e., the Partial Interchange at 
Walnut). 

o IDEM agreed with Alternative 8 as the preferred alternative (Comment AS006‐01). 
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 Summary of Reduced Impacts:  

o While qualifying that the impacts are still in the process of being calculated, BLA compared 
the modifications to Alternative 8 and summarized preliminary impact findings.  These 
approximated values are subject to change: 

 Approximately 6 acre decrease in wetland impacts (not including ponds)  
 Approximately 5,000 Ln. ft. decrease in stream impacts  
 Approximately 50 acre decrease in floodplain impacts  
 Approximately 25 acre reduction in forest impacts   

 
Karst and Water Quality 

 Karst Impacts:  

o BLA and Baker summarized comments received regarding karst impacts. 

o USEPA had requested additional information on caves and karst regions, as well as 
clarification of terminology (Comment AF002‐13, ‐14, ‐17).  BLA noted that those are being 
added.  Section 5 does not impact any cave entrances but rather is within a cave recharge 
area and crosses cave passage conduit that is already under SR 37.   

o USEPA comment regarding impact calculations (Comment AF002‐40) – going to clarify. The 
impacts in the table are only those located within the right‐of‐way.  Relevant karst includes 
the area within the right‐of‐way that may not have existing surface expression, but still has 
the potential for karst based upon the underlying bedrock.  

o In regards to USEPA’s comment on blasting restrictions for caves with the Indiana bat 
(Comment AF002‐50)– will clarify.   For May Cave, blasting in the recharge area is not 
anticipated.   A special provision was developed for blasting in Section 4 to protect karst and 
limestone resources.  A similar provision is expected for Section 5.    

o IDNR has concerns about buried sinks at Fullerton Pike and Tapp Road and how that could 
increase instability (Comment AF003‐14, ‐15, ‐17) – adding into FEIS discussion more about 
the Karst MOU coordination, geophysical geotech studies, and the need to review the 
stability of this area.   

o IDNR comment in regards to the Fullerton Pike local road project (Comment AS003‐17) – 
adding general discussion of project’s impacts into Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (ICI) 
(specific impacts are not yet available).   

o USEPA and USFWS commented on Construction Pollutant Loads (Comment AF003‐16 and 
AF002‐42) – will clarify statement regarding the 1990’s reference.  This reference is to the 
SR‐37 project that spawned the development of the Karst MOU.  With the Karst MOU in 
place, there is now better planning, better mitigation methods/best management practices, 
and more oversight to minimize pollutants to features during construction.  Discussion 
followed: 

 USEPA Region 5 is receiving citizen complaints about sediment and erosion control 
in Section 4.  

 IDEM has received 6 or 7 complaints since Thursday and an IDEM stormwater 
inspector is looking at it today.  INDOT has made efforts in the last year to utilize 
IDEM’s erosion control specialist.  Pictures show erosion control methods are in 
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place, with rock walls around all karst feature entrances.  IDEM will update USEPA 
when the inspector returns.  

 USEPA – INDOT should consider a third‐party monitor with authority to stop work 
and fine on the spot for infractions.   

 INDOT – INDOT is holding construction contractors to standards. Wait to see if 
additional steps need to be taken after IDEM’s inspection is complete. 

 USEPA – If getting active erosion, there needs to be something done to take care of 
the situation ASAP.  How long before we get information back from the inspector? 

 IDEM – From the pictures, protective measures appear to be in place.  The 
inspector’s report is expected within 2‐3 days.   

 BLA – INDOT has staff on‐site daily to inspect.  Mechanisms are in place to fine and 
stop work to ensure contractor compliance with standards.  

 USEPA – Citizens are saying that they have complained to INDOT and IDEM and no 
one has come out.  Maybe need to give citizens their names to contact. 

 INDOT – We can provide the list of names and contact information. 

 USEPA – Will you hold off publishing the FEIS/ROD to see if more stringent controls 
are needed in Section 5?  

 INDOT – This issue will be resolved before FEIS/ROD is published.  

o Karst MOU and BMP Agency coordination (Comment AS006‐06) – will be similar to what has 
occurred in Section 4, including on‐site meetings.  USEPA asked if there was a supplemental 
MOU for Section 4.  BLA responded that it is a Karst Agreement for Section 4, which is a 
requirement under the Karst MOU.  Section 5 will have one as well. 

 Water Quality 

o BLA summarized the water quality concerns. 

o HHEI Methodology (Comment AF002‐34) – Discussed and agreed to use this assessment 
methodology in the 2005 coordination meeting held at the beginning of Tier 2.  Also used 
for other projects.   Will add additional detail regarding explanation and why methodology 
was used in FEIS. 

o Rationale for 100’ riparian zone (Comment AF002‐35) – Will explain rationale in EIS. An IDNR 
publication recommended 50 to 100’, picked 100’ to be conservative, so it typically includes 
forest and mid‐successional habitat. 

o Avoid stream relocation/realignment (Comment AF003‐08, AS005‐04) – Avoid stream 
relocation/ realignment whenever possible.  Section 5 is different than other sections since 
it follows an existing highway.  Many channels already impacted by previous construction.  
Stream impacts in DEIS/FEIS include roadside ditches, rock channels.    

 Permitting/Construction 

o Agency Coordination during Permitting (Comment AF002‐06, ‐36, ‐51; AS006‐04) – IDEM 
asked if the FEIS will reflect the jurisdictional stream status identified during the recent 
IDEM/USACE site visit.  BLA stated that the jurisdictional stream status would reflect the 
IDEM/USACE site visit and with an additional column in the FEIS table.  USEPA asked if their 
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wetland person was invited.  They were not.  EPA wetlands staff would like to be more 
involved in mitigation and planning of sites than they have in the past, including a 
commitment in EIS that they will be.  INDOT is moving forward with the mitigation sites 
identified last year and will continue coordination with permitting agencies.   

o Borrow/Waste Sites (Comment AS006‐03) – The contractor is responsible to have 
environmental clearance on these sites.  IDEM considers this an additional impact to the 
project and he would hope that during planning process, INDOT would avoid these sites to 
not add cumulative impacts to project.  INDOT explained that the contractor needs INDOT 
approval and that they are directing them away from water/karst impacts when submitting 
site requests.  

o Erosion/Sediment Control (Comment AF002‐37, AF003‐07, AS006‐08) – BLA explained 
process being used for Section 4.  There are three people assigned to each contract (IDEM, 
BLA, and INDOT) for each of the seven construction areas. They have stop work authority. 

o Secondary Construction Impacts – will try to maintain hydrology of the existing road with 
any new culverts.  New culverts will be sumped to perpetuate hydrology.  Jurisdictional 
water resources will be signed in the field so the contractor knows to avoid it.  Silt fencing 
and other erosion control methods will be used as well.  

 Mitigation  

o Mitigation sites (Comments AF002‐007 and AF002‐47) were reviewed in the field last 
summer by the agencies.  A few have since been dropped, primarily because landowners 
were no longer interested.  The 21 possible sites will be summarized in the FEIS and full 
information provided in the BA, also included in FEIS/ROD.  Environmental clearance will be 
done separately on these sites.  USEPA asked if the BO will be in the FEIS/ROD.  Yes it will. 

o Annual Tracking Report (Comment AF002‐09) – The report was transmitted March 5th to 
Melissa Gebien (USEPA).  BLA sent the report with 2 hard copies and 2 electronic copies on 
CDs.   

o Baseline Mitigation Site Conditions (Comment AF002‐52) – Hydrology studies (water 
budgets) for wetland mitigation sites and the monitoring mitigation plans will not be 
completed by the FEIS/ROD, but will be provided as part of the permit packages. 

o Long‐Term Mitigation Funding (Comment AF003‐13) – INDOT is responsible for mitigation 
sites while they own it and monitor these for 5‐10 years.  No longer‐term maintenance plan 
or funding is anticipated. 

 Superfund and Hazardous Waste 

o IDEM meeting held for Superfund/Hazardous Sites on March 4, 2013 (Comment AF002‐03, ‐
21, ‐32; AS001‐02 to ‐05) – Reviewed construction and right‐of‐way in this meeting. There 
was some confusion as to what were the hydraulic diversions.  Rather than identifying a 
particular structure, there will be a commitment in Chapter 7 that the contractor will not be 
allowed to send additional water within a band as shown on the EIS figures.  CBS and IDEM 
are satisfied with what is being done to minimize flow into Superfund sites.  IDEM and 
USEPA noted that they are in agreement with the concepts from the meeting, but may have 
additional comments based on design drawings.  BLA indicated a commitment will be added 
to coordinate with IDEM and USEPA during design phase.  USEPA asked if commitments and 
timeframe were discussed.  A two week turnaround on design plan review will be required, 
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but that IDEM and USEPA will be able to comment on that as part of their review of the 
meeting minutes. 

o Additional information (Comment AF002‐20; and AF002‐22) – will add narrative into 
chapters from the environmental fact sheets for both Superfund facilities (Lemon Lane and 
Bennett’s Dump). 

o Private well inventories (Comment AF002‐19) – the FEIS will use the same Indiana DNR 
water well data set that is available for the entire corridor.  For design, the EIS will note that 
additional monitoring and private well information is available from work done at the two 
Superfund facilities. 

Other Issues 

 Section 4(f) 

o Status of Concurrence – Working with City of Bloomington to get MOA for de minimis 
impact for Wapehani Mountain Bike Park.  At this time the Refined Preferred Alternative 8 
does include a strip of property from Wapehani along edge of roadway (similar to 
Alternative 7).  SHPO has concurred with FHWA’s determination of No Adverse Effect and de 
minimis impact in regards to the North Clear Creek Landscape District, and a meeting is 
scheduled with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation this week.  

o Effects on Managed Lands – Added additional detail in the Managed Lands section of the EIS 
(Section 5.22) to clarify that no USFWS owned or funded properties are impacted. 

 Air Quality 

o PM2.5 (Comment AF002‐05) – Awaiting decision on whether project is of air quality 
concern, if it is, will proceed with analysis and consultation.  FHWA said they were trying to 
consult with USEPA headquarters (OTAC).  USEPA noted they are formalizing a written 
comment to send to FHWA. 

o MSAT 9 (Comment AF002‐27, ‐49) – Adding potential MSAT mitigation strategies for 
consideration (e.g., clean engines, clean diesel fuel, limits on idling times).   INDOT will 
discuss further with their construction folks and clarifying language will be included in the 
FEIS.    

o Climate change (Comment AF002‐28) – FHWA policy is cited.  Since there are no established 
criteria or threshold it is premature to start changing structure sizings. USEPA said that the 
EIS should address anticipated impacts to project as a result of climate change, frequency of 
flooding, etc.  USEPA added, while FHWA doesn’t have policy in place, USDOT and others are 
finalizing adaption plans.  He asked if the FEIS could include language that refers to some of 
these plans.  And, then when the policy is finalized, if those considerations could be factored 
into final design.  INDOT said it may be under design before these plans are finalized, but 
that INDOT would coordination further with FHWA.  FHWA will consult with their air section 
and see how they are dealing with this. 

 TES/Wildlife/Wildlife Crossings 

o Pollutant runoff and cave biota effects (Comment AF002‐42) – without detailed design, 
assumptions were made for the analysis as if the roadway was draining into an opening in 
ground without drainage ditches, erosion/runoff control, or change in grades.  INDOT is 
going through the Karst MOU process and will treat runoff that will be directed into a karst 
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opening.  With the erosion control plan, reduced impacts to May Cave are anticipated since 
the pollutant model shows worst‐case estimates.  USEPA asked if the FHWA methodology 
was used.  Yes, but it’s from the 1970's.  The team coordinated with FHWA but there is no 
updated version to use for the pollutant model. USEPA requested further 
clarification/explanation about the development/validation of the methodology be added to 
the response to comment. 

o Maternity Colonies (Comment AF003‐11) – Two additional Indiana bat maternity colonies 
have been identified. One colony was previously identified near Bryant Creek, so there are a 
total of three colonies in Section 5.  One of these additional colonies was identified during 
the 2012mist net survey,  and the other colony was identified by private land trust /USFWS..  
These two additional colonies are discussed in the BA and will be added to FEIS.  

o Bald Eagle (Comment AF003‐12) – complying with permit requirement. Pursuing forest 
mitigation site that includes the existing bald eagle nest. 

o Wildlife Crossings (Comment AF003‐04) – reusing the majority of existing structures, so 
existing limitations would still be in place at these crossings.  Where a new bridge is 
proposed, we are looking for opportunities to provide a shelf for crossing.  For example, in 
regards to the Little Indian Creek bridges, design of the new bridge for the west access road 
would look to accommodate a crossing; however, since the existing SR 37 bridges will not be 
modified there will be the same crossing situation as is there now. USFWS asked what size 
the bridges are.   INDOT will provide USFWS information regarding the size of structures.  
USEPA asked if the areas where provisions are made will be identified in the FEIS.  Yes, can 
capture these crossing with a commitment for final design. 

 Indirect/Cumulative Impacts 

o Karst Impact Methodology (Comment AF003‐09) – BLA explained that the Percentage of 
Total Impervious Area (PTIA) methodology looks at the amount of developed area in the 
watershed and the study referenced has found that once there is 10% impervious cover, you 
start seeing degradation of streams. Using the 14‐digit watershed with indirect 
development, the EIS considered which watersheds may exceed that percentage.  The study 
does state limitations in regards to its use in karst terrain.  The team researched similar 
methodology for karst terrain and could not identify one.  USFWS asked if that was stated in 
the EIS.  It will be added. 

o Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (Comment AF002‐08) – BLA noted that EPA had requested 
that all six sections be totaled together. This will be done for direct impacts, but not for 
indirect impacts. They are not tallied because there is overlap and different data sets are 
used.  USEPA noted that this issue has been brought up for each Tier 2 EIS and asked if it will 
at least be discussed if not included.  Yes, language can be added as to why it is not 
included.  USEPA also noted that it is more interested in how impacts are cumulatively 
tallied and less interested in the Tier 1 v. Tier 2 impact comparison.  

 Non‐Motorized Transport 

o Bicycle Pedestrian treatments (Comment AF002‐15) – Baker explained that in addition to 
local bicycle club comments, the City of Bloomington and Monroe County provided 
comments with specific requests for bike/ped facilities.  Typically, their plans request a 5’ 
sidewalk and 5’ buffer on the south side and a 10’ multi‐use path north side.  This is 
provided at all grade separations across I‐69 in the urban area.  A few locations are 
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different.  For example, a wider facility is requested at 3rd Street, with 10’ path on each side 
and bike lane in the road. These are also incorporated.  The standalone pedestrian crossing 
between 2nd and 3rd Street is not included.  There was some support for the standalone 
crossing from Monroe County, but interest only from the City of Bloomington.  The City has 
some additional work before connectivity can be put in place and has noted a preference for 
additional accommodations at 2nd and 3rd Street as a higher priority than a new standalone 
pedestrian crossing.  The project includes crossings at Rockport, Fullerton, Tapp, 2nd Street, 
3rd Street, and Vernal Pike/17th Street.  Further north, wider shoulders on bridges are 
provided that would accommodate future on‐road facilities.  The Monroe County 
Alternative Transportation Plan only shows on‐road facilities.  

 Environmental Justice (EJ) Impacts 

o USEPA asked for further explanation as to why there would be no disproportionate EJ 
impacts (Comment AF002‐24). She feels the EJ evaluation should include specific 
information for each residence.  

 Baker explained that the disproportionate analysis considered the percentage of all 
displacements within these block groups and represents a worse case analysis. 
FHWA further explained that Census data is used to identify EJ populations. The 
analysis compares the percent of EJ populations within each Census Block Group to 
the percent of EJ populations within each county in determining if there is a 
potential for impact to EJ populations.  The analysis followed the current INDOT 
procedure. 

o USEPA suggested that the language be changed so that specifics will be determined later 
regarding whether it is a disproportionate impact.  There may be greater concentration 
closer to SR‐37 than others in the same census block and until you go from site to site and 
know which relocation is minority or low‐income, you won’t know. 

 Comment was noted.  USEPA was directed to the INDOT Environmental Manual, 
which provides guidance used in the analysis for all INDOT projects.  

 MPO Coordination 

o USEPA asked with regards to Monroe County and City of Bloomington coordination, if the 
dispute with the MPO and statement of inclusion of I‐69 in the Long Range Transportation 
Plan (LRTP) has been resolved?   

 The current phase of the Section 5 project is included in the MBCMPO LRTP.  Right‐
of‐way, design and construction for I‐69 Section 4 is in the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP).  On April 12th, INDOT will be requesting inclusion of I‐
69 Section 5 right‐of‐way, design, and construction in the MPO’s TIP.  Whether they 
include this in April or in a future meeting is unknown.  INDOT has tried to 
accommodate their requests.  FHWA will not approve a ROD if funding for post‐
NEPA work is not included in the TIP. 

 MAP‐21, Combined FEIS/ROD 

o IDEM asked for further description of MAP‐21 and if this is the last opportunity to comment 
before signing of the ROD. 

 Yes, review of comment/responses is the purpose of this call.  Under MAP‐21, the 
FEIS/ROD is to be published at the same time to the maximum extent practicable.  
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FHWA Headquarters has provided direction to published separately only when very 
unique circumstances apply [specific circumstances are enumerated in MAP‐21, 
§1319(b)].   FHWA explained that the conference call discussion is to make sure 
comments in DEIS are being addressed in the FEIS and to provide an opportunity to 
ask for additional clarification/information if needed.  The only project that has 
been completed under MAP‐21 is the Illiana Corridor and FHWA also seeking 
suggestions on what works and what should be done differently on future projects. 

 USEPA explained that they commented on the Illiana Corridor FEIS/ROD even 
though it was issued in a single document.  USEPA appreciates this call to walk 
through comments.  USEPA does not yet have a final national policy on what they 
are going to do to close out their comment responsibility, but cleared to comment 
on FEIS/ROD on Section 5, as they have done historically on FEIS documents.  They 
will post to their national EIS website. 

 USEPA said it would be beneficial to get the PowerPoint and figures of RPA in 
advance.  Until USEPA sees the FEIS, it is difficult to comment on the responses to 
comments. 

 There are still permit reviews and other engagements where there are selected 
opportunities to weigh in on post‐ROD items. 

 Morgan County Hazardous Material Facilities 

o IDEM is developing a map for Morgan County hazardous material facilities, similar to 
what was provided for Monroe County and asked when this is needed. 

 Will be able to incorporate as writing chapter if receive by the end of next week.  
Baker noted that if coordinate information is provided, Baker can pick up the 
mapping portion and compare to what has already been done.  The data 
provided for Monroe County showed a good correlation to what was included in 
the DEIS. 

 Next Steps Schedule 

o Ken noted the last update on next steps schedule showed the FEIS/ROD being issued 
end of March. 

 INDOT explained that it is anticipated to be late spring (May/June).  

 

Any further comments on the comment/response document are due no later than March 19, 2013. 



I-69 Section 5 Agency Meeting
March 12, 2013

• Responses to DEIS Comments



KEY PRESENTATION POINTS

• Modified Preferred Alternative – Agency 
Input

• Karst and Water Quality
• Superfund and Hazardous Waste
• Other Issues



• Walnut St. Partial Interchange
• Shortened Access Road – Subsection D
• Modified Liberty Church Road Interchange
• Preferred Alternative – Overall Input

MODIFIED PREFERRED – AGENCY INPUT



Walnut St. Partial Interchange
• Supported by USEPA, USDOI (USFWS), IDNR, 

IDEM
• Reduced Aquatic Impacts (wetland, stream, 

floodplain)
• Reduced Forest Impacts
• Construction Cost Reduction

MODIFIED PREFERRED – AGENCY INPUT



MODIFIED PREFERRED – AGENCY INPUT

Shortened Access Road in Subsection D
• Requested by USEPA
• Access Road Shortened
• Terminates At Connaught Rd.
• Reduced aquatic and forest impacts



Modified Liberty Church Road 
Interchange

• Requested by USDOI (USFWS)
• Revised to reduce aquatic impacts 

(floodplains)
• Reduced impacts to Little Indian Creek

MODIFIED PREFERRED – AGENCY INPUT



Overall Input – Preferred Alternative
• Elements Requested by Morgan-Monroe State 

Forest
• Location-specific input from IDNR
• Preference for DEIS Alternative 8 (IDNR, 

IDEM)

MODIFIED PREFERRED – AGENCY INPUT



KARST AND WATER QUALITY

• Karst Impacts
• Water Quality Impacts
• Permitting/Construction
• Mitigation



KARST AND WATER QUALITY

Karst Impacts
• Added information – caves, karst regions 

(USEPA)
• Clarify terminology (USEPA)
• Clarification of impact calculations (USEPA)
• Blasting restrictions near caves (USEPA)
• Impacts at Fullerton Pike/Tapp Rd. (USFWS)
• Reduced Construction Pollutant Loads (USFWS)
• Karst MOU and BMP Agency Coordination 

(IDEM)



WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

• Use of HHEI Methodology (USEPA)
• Rationale for 100’ riparian zone (USEPA)
• Avoid stream relocation/realignment 

(USFWS, IDEM)



WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

Permitting/Construction
• Agency Coordination (USEPA, IDEM)
• Construction-Related Permitting (IDEM)
• Erosion/Sediment Controls (USEPA, USFWS, 

IDEM)
• Secondary Construction Impacts (USEPA)



WATER QUALITY IMPACTS

Mitigation
• Requests for Added Details (USEPA)
• Status of Annual Tracking Report (USEPA)
• Baseline Condition – Mitigation Sites (USEPA)
• Long-Term Mitigation Funding (USEPA)



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

• Effects on Existing Drainage
• Updated Bennett’s Dump Info.
• Previous Remediation
• Associated Private Well Inventories
• Updated Technical Details
• Review of Design Plans



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Effects on Existing Drainage (USEPA, 
IDEM)

• No increase from existing SR 37 levels
• Specific comments near:

• 17th St./Vernal Pike
• Illinois Central Spring
• SR 46 area
• Hunter Valley Rd.



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Updated Bennett’s Dump Lane Info. 
(USEPA)

• Site is on one parcel
• 5 springs identified with low contamination
• Slurry wall no longer under consideration
• Information added to FEIS



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Previous Remediation (USEPA)
• Added Lemon Lane Information
• Added Bennett’s Dump Information
• Information Included in FEIS



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Associated Private Well Inventories 
(USEPA)

• Conducted by CBS Corporation
• Records are Publicly Available
• Information Added to FEIS



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Updated Technical Details (USEPA)
• Treatment of Illinois Central Spring Water
• Updates from 5-Year Review
• Added to FEIS



SUPERFUND AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

Review of Design Plans (USEPA, IDEM)
• Design Plans Provided to IDEM, USEPA
• Two-week review requested
• Coordination with Lemon Lane Site/Bennett’s 

Dump Site Managers
• Commitment Added to FEIS



OTHER ISSUES

• Section 4(f)
• Air Quality
• TES/Wildlife/Wildlife Crossings
• Indirect/Cumulative Impacts
• Non-Motorized Transport



OTHER ISSUES

Section 4(f)
• Requirement for Bloomington and SHPO 

Concurrence (USFWS)
• Effects on Managed Lands (USFWS)
• Concurrence on Above-Ground Resources 

(IDNR-SHPO)



OTHER ISSUES

Air Quality (USEPA)
• Up to Date, Pending PM2.5 Resolution
• Status of PM2.5 Consultation
• Air Toxic Mitigation Strategies
• Construction-Related Impacts
• Climate Change and Structure Sizings



OTHER ISSUES

TES/Wildlife/Wildlife Crossings
• Pollutant Runoff and Cave Biota Effects 

(USEPA)
• Inclusion of Two Additional Maternity Colonies 

(USFWS)
• Bald Eagle Mitigation (USFWS)
• Wildlife Crossings – Floodplain Bridging 

(USFWS)



OTHER ISSUES

Indirect/Cumulative Impacts
• Karst Impact methodology (USFWS)
• Addition of stream and cumulative impacts for 

all sections (USEPA)



OTHER ISSUES

Non-Motorized Transport (USEPA)
• Continue to consult with local bicycle clubs
• Incorporate bicycle-pedestrian treatments
• Commitments added in FEIS



Thank You
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Gillette, Kia

From: Flum, Sandra <SFlum@indot.IN.gov>

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 3:25 PM

To: Flum, Sandra; scott_pruitt@fws.gov; robin_Mcwilliams@fws.gov; 

nicholas_Chevance@nps.gov; lindy_Nelson@ios.doi.gov; RANDOLPH, JASON; 'Virginia 

Laszewski'; Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov; SULLIVAN, JAMES; 

Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil; michelle.allen@dot.gov; Stanifer, Christie; 

Buffington, Matt; Carr, John; Jones, Rick; Allen, Jim; HOLLINGSWORTH, MARY; 'Hamman, 

Mary-Jo'; Grovak, Mike; Miller, Tim; Hilden, Laura; Sperry, Steve; Gillette, Kia; Seeman, 

Tom; Butts, David

Cc: Braun, Randy; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; 'Micham, Ross'; Bock, Susan; Boehm, Ronald; 

CARROLL, PAT; JOHANSON, SCOTT; Wolf, Douglas R; 'Maietta, Anthony'; 'Mitchell 

Weber'; 'Patulski, Meg'; HAUER, GABRIELE; Gautier, Daniel; Hill, Michael; 

Bgeorge@dot.gov; DuPont, Jason; NADDY, JOHN; SEWELL, JEFF

Subject: RE: I-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment/Response Review

All,  
Thank you for your participation on Tuesday (12th) in the review of the I-69, Section 5 DEIS responses to 
agency comments document. Attached is a copy of the presentation from the meeting as well as the minutes 
from the meeting. If you have edits to the minutes, please provide them in track changes. 
 
We ask that you return any additional comments about the responses to comment document by Tuesday, 
March 19th. You received the responses to comment documents on March 4th. We appreciate your comments 
in writing either via email or letter, including if you have no further comments. 
 

We appreciate your time and attention.   
Sandra 
 
Sandra A. Flum, MPA  

Project Manager  

INDOT  

317-234-7248 office  

317-650-9237 cell  

 

 
 
 
 
-----Original Appointment----- 

From: Flum, Sandra  

Sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 10:47 AM 
To: Flum, Sandra; 'scott_pruitt@fws.gov'; 'robin_Mcwilliams@fws.gov'; 'nicholas_Chevance@nps.gov'; 

'lindy_Nelson@ios.doi.gov'; RANDOLPH, JASON; 'Virginia Laszewski'; 'Westlake.Kenneth@epamail.epa.gov'; SULLIVAN, 
JAMES; 'Deborah.D.Snyder@usace.army.mil'; 'michelle.allen@dot.gov'; Stanifer, Christie; Buffington, Matt; Carr, John; 
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Jones, Rick; Allen, Jim; HOLLINGSWORTH, MARY; Hamman, Mary-Jo; 'Grovak, Mike'; 'Miller, Tim'; Hilden, Laura; Sperry, 

Steve; 'Gillette, Kia'; Seeman, Tom; Butts, David 
Cc: Braun, Randy; CLARK METTLER, MARTHA; 'Micham, Ross'; Bock, Susan; Boehm, Ronald; CARROLL, PAT; 

JOHANSON, SCOTT; Wolf, Douglas R; 'Maietta, Anthony'; 'Mitchell Weber'; 'Patulski, Meg'; HAUER, GABRIELE; Gautier, 
Daniel; Hill, Michael; 'Bgeorge@dot.gov'; 'DuPont, Jason'; NADDY, JOHN; SEWELL, JEFF 

Subject: I-69 Section 5 DEIS Comment/Response Review 

When: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 10:00 AM-11:30 AM (GMT-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference Call/Webex info below 

 

 

Dear State and Federal Agencies: 
 
Attached are draft responses to comments by federal and state agencies on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Section 5 of the I-69, Evansville-to-Indianapolis Tier 2 studies.  These documents, when finalized, will be part of Volume 
III of the Final EIS for this project. Under MAP-21 FHWA intends to issue a combined FEIS and Record of Decision for 
this project.  
 
A webcast is scheduled for Tuesday, March 12 at 10am Eastern/9am Central time. Agencies may use this time to receive 
clarification and assist them in finalizing their review of these draft responses. Information on accessing the webcast is 
provided below. We ask that your comments on these documents be provided by Tuesday, March 19, one week following 
the webcast. 
 
We are following similar procedures and schedule which we have used to review the responses to comments for previous 
I-69 Tier 2 EISs. The comments have been provided in two documents, with document name prefixes indicating the type 
of commenter: 
      �         AF – Federal Agency Comments 
      �         AS – State Agency Comments 
 << File: Section 5 - AS - Comments and Responses - For Agencies.docx.docx >>  << File: Section 5 - AF - Comments 
and Responses - For Agencies.docx.docx >>  
Some text is highlighted to show cross-references which must be verified when these documents are finalized for the 
FEIS.   
 
To provide comments or edits to the draft responses please use “track changes” format in the attached MS Word 
documents.  Comments on the documents may also be provided by e-mail. Comments are suggested to be provided to 
me, with copies to Laura Hilden at INDOT, Michelle Allen at FHWA, Mike Grovak at Bernardin, Lochmueller, and Mary Jo 
Hamman at Michael Baker.  These individuals are also copied on this e-mail.   
 
Thank you in advance for your participation and feedback. 
Sandra Flum 
INDOT 

 

Call-in toll free number (US): +1-877-820-7831 
Access code: 367746# 
Attendee Link: 
https://mbakercorp.webex.com/mbakercorp/onstage/g.php?t=a&d=663276252 
Event Password: welcome 

 

 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

MAR 1 9 2013 

REPLY TO THE ATIENTION OF: 

Michelle Allen, Project Manager 
Federal Highway Administration-Indiana Division 
575 North Pennsylvania St., Room 254 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Sandra Plum, Project Manger 
Indiana Department of Transportation 
100 North Senate Avenue, Room N642 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

E-19J 

RE: EPA Comments Regarding FHWAIINDOT's Internal Working Draft 
Responses to EPA's Comments (AF001-01 Through AF002-75) on the 1-69, 
Tier 2 Section 5 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft 
Minutes from the March 12,2013 Webinar/Conference Call. 

Dear Ms. Allen and Ms. Flurn: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 (EPA) reviewed the above
referenced Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) I Indiana Department of 
Transportation's (INDOT) working draft responses to comments (working draft 
responses). We also participated in FHW A/INDOT's March 12, 2013, agencies 
webinar/conference call regarding FHW A/INDOT's working draft responses and 
reviewed the draft webinar/call minutes. We offer the following comments regarding 
select working draft responses and draft webinar/call minutes, and identifY information 
we continue to recommend be included in the upcoming I-69 Tier 2 Section 5 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and future permitting process. 

EPA Review of Section 5 Combined FEIS/(ROD): According to the working draft 
responses and draft webinar/conference call meeting minutes, additional information and 
clarification will be included in the I -69 Tier 2 Section 5 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) to address many ofEPA's DEIS comments. However, until we have 
the opportunity to review the information in the FEIS, we cannot definitively say that our 
DEIS comments have been adequately addressed by reviewing the draft working 
responses and draft webinar/call minutes. EPA will review and comment on the 
information in the FEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) when available. Our review will 
be based on how well the information in the FEIS responds to EPA's DEIS comments. 
Our FEIS/ROD comments will be posted in EPA' s EIS tracking system and available to 
the public. 
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FEIS Modified Preferred Alternative Impacts: We appreciate INDOTs effort to further 
avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic and upland resources since the Section 5 DEIS. 
According to the responses to comments (Comments AF002-0l, -02, and -45), the 
upcoming FEIS Modified Preferred Alternative uses the partial interchange (Option B) 
for the Walnut Street Interchange as we recommended. In addition, INDOT has 
eliminated the eastern access road from Walnut Street to Hoosier Energy and has shifted 
the Liberty Church Road Interchange to the north. We understand these modifications 
reduce the amount of wetland, floodplain, stream relocations and forest impacts since the 
DEIS. We appreciate these efforts to reduce impacts. The FEIS should identifY and 
quantity the avoided karst features, forest, wetland, stream and floodplain areas. The 
FEIS should include a figure that compares the FEIS Modified Preferred Alternative with 
the DEIS Preferred Alternative in relation to these resources of concern. 

Karst: We note that the FEIS will include additional information and clarification 
regarding EPA DEIS comments (Comments AF002-13, -14, -16, -17, -40, -42, and -50). 

Karst- Technical Adequacy Review: We note that the FEIS will include revisions, 
information and additional discussion per EPA comments on the Draft Karst Feature and 
Groundwater Flow Investigation Report for Section 5 (Comments AF002-54 through 
AF002-75). 

Water Oualitv: We concur with the rationale provided for use of a 100-foot riparian zone 
(Comment AF002-35). We appreciate that the FEIS will include detail regarding an 
explanation why HHEI Methodology (Comment AF002-34, -52) was used. We continue 
to advise (Comment AF002-52): 1) INDOT should collect water chemistry data and 
biological data to get a better assessment of potential water quality and biological 
impacts, and 2) existing aquatic resources located at compensatory mitigation sites should 
be identified and assessed as early as possible in the process so we may better understand 
the baseline conditions of these sites. This type of information will be needed during the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (Corps) Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting 
process. 

Permitting - CW A Section 404: INDOT must avoid and minimize aquatic resource 
impacts to the fullest extent practicable in accordance with the CW A Section 404(b )(1) 
Guidelines. If aquatic impacts are absolutely unavoidable, every effort must be made to 
maintain and/or replicate the quality of the impacted resource. We appreciate 
FHW A/INDOT actively involving EPA wetland staff during the development of aquatic 
resources mitigation compensation sites and during CW A Section 404 permitting process 
(Comment AF002-36). EPA reserves the opportunity to comment on the Corps CW A 
Section 404 public notice and INDOT's Section 404 pern1it application for Section 5. 

Construction- Sediment and Erosion Control: As you are well aware, FHWA, INDOT, 
IDEM and EPA have been receiving numerous citizen complaints regarding sediment 
and erosion control concerns associated with l-69 Section 4 construction. Consequently, 
in order to help ensure aquatic resources protection from direct and secondary impacts 
(Comment AF002-44) during Section 5 construction, the Section 5 FEIS should include 
additional detailed information and explanation regarding how erosion and sediment 
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control will be implemented and enforced by INDOT during construction of the I -69 
Section 5 corridor (Comment AF002-37). 

Mitigation: We understand additional updated information will be included in the FEIS 
regarding compensation mitigation sites for all Section 5 resources of concern 
(Comments AF002-07 and -47). 

Annual Mitigation Tracking Report: EPA has received 2 hard copies and two electronic 
copies on CD of the third annual mitigation tracking report titled: 2012 A1mual Report 
for the I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis Project Commitment and Mitigation Tracking 
(dated January 30, 2013) (Comment AF002-09). We thank you. 

Superfund Sites: We note that the FEIS will include a commitment to coordinate with 
IDEM and EPA during the I-69 Section 5 design phase (Comments AF002-03, -21, and-
32). EPA wants to review the drainage plan to ensure our concerns at the Lemon Lane 
Landfill and Bennett's Dump Superfund sites are taken into consideration. The FEIS 
should identifY the turnaround time that the review agencies have agreed to for review of 
the design (drainage) plan. 

Air Quality- Conformity: EPA's Air and Radiation Division is in consultation with 
FHW A and the Interagency Consultation Group on the significance of this project for 
transportation conformity purposes. We recommend the FEIS discuss and disclose the 
results of this consultation (Comment AF002-26). 

Impacts of Climate Change on the Project: The working draft response does not address 
how the project may be impacted by climate change (Comment AF002-28). Given the 
increased frequency and intensity of precipitation events attributed to climate change, we 
continue to recommend that the FEIS identifY and discuss any anticipated effects of 
climate change on INDOT's proposed project and identifY measures that can be 
undertaken to reduce any identified adverse effects. 

DOT/FHW A Climate Change Adaptation Plan: EPA recommends the FEIS identifY and 
discuss the pending DOT /FHW A Climate Change Adaptation Plan and potential for the 
policies identified in that plan to impact the final design for Section 5. 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: We continue to request (AF002-08) that I-69 Tier 2 
FEISs provide a rmming tally of indirect and cumulative impacts for resources of 
concern, including stream impacts, of the I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville Project. As we 
suggested during the March 13, 2013, webinar/conference call, the existing available 
information might be used to provide at least best -case and worst -case estimates of 
indirect and cumulative impacts to date for the I-69 Indianapolis to Evansville Project. 

Environmental Justice CEJ): Unless and until FHW A/INDOT's post-FEIS/ROD studies 
reveal there will not be disproportionate relocation impacts to specific EJ populations in 
the Section 5 DEIS identified EJ block groups, FHW A may want to reconsider the EJ 
determination for the FEIS (Comment AF002-24). We suggest that it may be more 
accurate to state "there may be a potential for disproportionate impacts to minority and/or 
low-income populations in the Section 5 study area." We recommend the FEIS identifY 
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that FHW A/INDOT will continue to meet and consult with EJ populations regarding the 
Section 5 project and the FEIS identifY potential mitigation measures that could be 
undertaken if the post-FEIS/ROD studies reveal there will be a disproportionate impact to 
specific EJ populations in Section 5. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Virginia Laszewski of 
my staff. Virginia may be reached by calling 312/886-7501 or by email 
laszewski.virginia@epa.gov. We look forward to reviewing and commenting on the l-69 
Section 5 FEIS/ROD. Please send us two hard copies and 7 electronic copies on CD of 
the Section 5 FEIS/ROD. 

Sincerely, ., 

.~·~~· ./ /! / d · .• 
-~~-)4· •.. ~ v 

/ / 
Kenneth A. W estla~e 
Chief, NEP A Impl~mentation Section 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 
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 I-69 Evansville to Indianapolis 

Tier 2 Studies  
  

Meeting Minutes    

Section 7 Consultation Meeting  
       

  

DATE: Monday, June 24, 2013 

MEETING PURPOSE: Meeting with the USFWS to discuss Section 7 Consultation  

MEETING LOCATION: USFWS Bloomington Office 

MEETING TIME: 9:30 a.m. EDT 

MEETING 

FACILITATOR: 
Michelle Allen/Sandra Flum 

MEETING ATTENDEES: 

• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS): Robin McWilliams 

Munson 

• USFWS: Scott Pruitt 

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): Michelle Allen 

• Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT): Sandra Flum 

• Bernardin, Lochmueller, and Associates, Inc. (BLA): Jason 

DuPont  

• BLA: Brooke Vorbeck 

• BLA: Kia Gillette 

 

AGENDA NOTES 

INTRODUCTION 

• FHWA began the meeting at approximately 9:35 a.m. 

 

• The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Tier 1 and Tier 2 

Section 7 consultation of the I-69 project.  The meeting is an 

opportunity to discuss information on the analysis or any 

questions USFWS may have.   

 

TIER 1 

REINITIATION/SECTION 

5 TIER 2 BO 

• USFWS indicated they believe they have what the need for the 

analysis.  The private landowner clearing portion of the Tier 1 

Reinitiation will not be included as part of the Incidental Take 

Statement (ITS), but will be included in the jeopardy analysis. 

This is because it was after the fact and an ITS cannot include 

something that has already happened.  The reduction in habitat 

and individuals can be included in the jeopardy analysis.  

 

• The Biological Opinion (BO) covers 2 different things – will it 

threaten the continued existence of the species and the ITS.  These 

are 2 separate analyses.  An ITS cannot be issued for a project that 

jeopardizes the existence of the species.   
 

• The ITS will change based on habitat and other information such 
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as changes of wetland impacts or impacts from utilities. 

Ultimately impacts must be converted to a number of individual 

bats. USFWS does not anticipate a jeopardy finding for the 

Indiana bat.  
 

• FHWA asked if once the Tier 1 BO Amendment is complete, will 

that filter into the Tier 2 BO? Yes, the information will need to be 

revised, but the outline of the Tier 2 BO is already done. 

 

PRIVATE PROPERTY 

OWNER TREE 

CLEARING IN SECTION 

5 / PROPERTY OWNER 

LETTERS 

• It would be good to include the property owner logging letter for 

Section in the Tier 1 BO Amendment. This letter will be reviewed 

by INDOT legal.  INDOT is asking landowners to call them 

directly if they wish to clear trees on their property.  They are 

working with their Real Estate section and FHWA on this and 

may be able to do a right-of-entry to maintain the property as it is 

until the appropriate tree clearing window. 
 

• FHWA added they could offer some sort of amount of money to 

get right-of-entry to hold the trees until the tree clearing window.  

If there are specific properties of concern, we may try and target 

those. 
 

• INDOT asked if there is a certain acreage that would be of 

concern?  Tree clearing may begin in the urban area this fall.  Tree 

cover is present along Rockport Road and Fullerton.  
 

• USFWS said it is difficult to put an acreage value because all 

acres are not the same.  Are maps available showing the 

construction limits?  Yes, maps with parcels could be provided so 

areas of concern could be identified.  
 

• USFWS asked if the right-of-entry was only for the ROW? Yes, 

but it could help reduce cutting over all.  INDOT cannot tell them 

they can’t clear trees outside of the ROW; however if it is an 

uneconomic remnant or landlocked parcel it could be more than 

just the ROW. 
 

• In general agencies need to continue to think about and find a 

solution for private land owner clearing and new terrain projects. 
 

• FHWA and INDOT believe the right-of-entry approach will help 

prevent tree clearing outside of the ROW because logging 

companies will not want to mobilize more than once.  However, it 
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may not be able to be prevented completely. 
 

• INDOT and FHWA are very close on a final approach to the tree 

clearing right-of-entry.  The timing is still being worked out (i.e. 

will this occur before an offer is made), but they are comfortable 

with the concept. 
 

• USFWS feels it would be good to include this in the BO.  They 

will need a description of the process that will occur.  This could 

be provided as an additional conservation measure. 
 

• The Indiana bat maternity colonies could be targeted as areas of 

concern.  This could be discussed with property owners in these 

areas up front. Approximately 130 Kitchen Table Meetings 

(KTM) have been done.  There are still another 400 land owners 

to meet with.   

 

ANALYSIS/OUTCOMES/ 

CONCERNS 

• FHWA asked if there were any concerns regarding the analysis?  

USFWS replied they are not complete, but have a regional effort 

to put together a model that will help make jeopardy decisions.  

They have the results, but need to review and interpret them. 

 

• The Indiana bat population in Indiana was stable, approximately 

the same in 2013 as 2011.  Numbers in some caves decreased 

while others increased.  Bats are using the caves differently and 

behavior changes were observed during hibernation. 
 

• BLA looked at the cave signs at  and  prior to this 

meeting.  The signs were still in place and no disturbance was 

observed.  
 

• FHWA asked if a draft Tier 1 BO Amendment and Tier 2 Section 

5 BO will be provided in early July?  USFWS would like to have 

it completed by then, but they still need to review the model 

results and would like to include the property owner letter in the 

Draft.  They may need an extra week or two. 
 

• If a Draft is available, even if it isn’t fully complete, it would help 

us start updating the FEIS.  

 

 

 

 

• All sites in Section 5 were netted again in 2012, due to age of data 

concerns.  The 2012 surveys will count as the pre-construction 

surveys. 
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SECTION 5 MIST 

NETTING 

• There is no plan to mist net in 2013 for tree clearing that will 

occur later in 2013.  USFWS agreed that no mist netting will be 

required in 2013. 

 

• 7-8 sites will need to be netted for Section 5 in 2014 as part of the 

during construction surveys.  It is feasible all of Section 5 will be 

cleared in late 2013/early 2014.  This would be a separate 

contract.  Construction will begin on SR 37 the summer of 2014.  

The majority of the construction work will be from 2014-2016.   

 

• USFWS agreed with starting the during construction surveys for 

all 7-8 sites in 2014.   

 

• BLA will confirm which sites should be netted with USFWS 

before it begins.  Some site locations may be adjusted based on 

what was found in 2012. 
 

• Mist netting in Section 6 will need to be completed again similar 

to Section 5. 

MITIGATION SITES 

• There are 5 new mitigation sites that USFWS has not previously 

reviewed: Richland Creek, Creek Road, Cooksey Lane, Stout 

Valley and Principal. 

 

• The Richland Creek site is in Greene County.  Richland Creek 

flows through the middle of the site.  USFWS has concerns about 

PCB contamination in Richland Creek.  USFWS will check on 

potential contamination concerns before determining if the site is 

acceptable for forest mitigation. 

 

• INDOT provided an update on the use of a portion of Ravinia 

Woods as forest preservation mitigation.  INDOT spoke to IDNR 

and because federal funds were used to purchase the site as 

mitigation, it is anticipated IDNR will work with USFWS in 

designating an area for mitigation.  Would it be possible to use 

Ravinia Woods for Section 6 mitigation? 

 

• USFWS would prefer mitigation in Section 6 to focus on the 

Indiana bat colonies, possibly in the White River floodplain.  

There is a great deal of development pressure in those colonies.  
 

• USFWS who will manage mitigation parcels in the future?  At this 

point, the sites cannot be transferred to a non-government agency.  

However, there have been discussions with legislators about how 
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that might change.  INDOT will work with IDNR regarding the 

properties, but ideally would like them to go to a conservation 

organization.   

 

• If the property is transferred, a deed restriction would be required.  

These have not been recorded thus far for the mitigation sites.  

The portion of Ravinia Woods used for mitigation would also 

require a deed restriction. 
 

• There have been changes to 5 mitigation sites USFWS has 

previously reviewed: Whisnand, Griffith, Chambers Pike, Big 

Bend, and Paragon.  The first 4 sites involved portions of 

reforestation areas now designated as preservation areas due to 

archaeology concerns.  The portion of the Paragon Site north of 

Paragon Road was eliminated due to significant archaeology 

concerns. 

 

• USFWS was concerned about the elimination of the northern 

portion of the Paragon Site.  That portion would have reforested a 

portion of the White River floodplain, which is prime habitat for 

the Indiana bat.   BLA will review the Paragon Site and see if it 

could still be used in some fashion. 
 

• USFWS agreed with the changes to the Whisnand, Griffith, 

Chambers Pike, and Big Bend Sites.  

 

• USFWS added it would be good to do invasive species control at 

sites where this is a concern. 

OTHER TOPICS 

• INDOT asked if USFWS had a contact for the property owner at 

May Cave.  USFWS will check on this. 

 

• INDOT said if USFWS feels they are getting pulled to other 

INDOT projects, they should let Sandra Flum know, as the I-69 

project is a priority. 
 

• FHWA said for the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to 

transfer money for the conservation measures, FHWA can transfer 

the money but will need a work plan.  INDOT may need to 

provide a match. 
 

• USFWS will review the items in the MOA to see if they want to 

revise anything and provide a clear work plan to FHWA. 
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ACTION ITEMS 

• INDOT will provide USFWS a Draft property owner letter for 

their review and use in the Tier 1 BO Amendment and Tier 2 BO. 

 

• USFWS will check on the PCB contamination at Richland Creek 

and provide feedback to BLA. 
 

• BLA will review the Paragon Mitigation Site to see if the portion 

north of Paragon Road could be used for mitigation. 
 

• USFWS will review the MOA for conservation measure money 

transfer to see if any revisions are warranted and provide a work 

plan to FHWA. 
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